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The study relates the syntactic phenomena of word order
displacement and pleonastic pronouns with finite verbs to
emphatic

constructions

in

Biblical

Hebrew.

After

a

compilation of the word order patterns in a database of all
(non-waw consecutive) main clauses in Gen 12-25, Dt 1-11, 2931,

there is a review of the older studies of Albrecht,

Brockelmann, of modern studies in linguistics, and then newer
studies in Biblical Hebrew.
Linguistic research suggests that word order displacement
is a syntactic means many languages have to put information
in special focus within a sentence and its context.
for this special highlighting is 'marked focus.'

The term
Pleonastic

pronouns with finite verbs also function in many of the same
ways as word order displacement, suggesting that this pleonasm
is a special focusing device.

Based on the review the study

suggests a working definition of emphasis in Biblical Hebrew
as marked focus, the highlighting of a word or phrase by word
order displacement or pleonasm, such that attention is drawn
to that word or phrase and its function in the literary

context.
The study then proceeds to -examine Dt. 4-11 to see if
these patterns exhibit any specific discourse functions in
their contexts.

The resulting array of patterns strongly

suggests that the purpose of marked focus is to create these
discourse functions.
involves

such

The disjunctive clause,

constructions

chiasm, the casus pendens,

as

fronting,

for example,

the

grammatical

and synchronic parallels, which

function to produce contrast, shift in topic, synchonism, the
synoptic yielded by the grammatical chiasm, and others.
is a

This

list of the ways the disjunctive clause operates in

opposition to the waw consecutive.

The consistent presence

of

types

such

patterns

with

these

two

of

marked

focus

corroborates findings in other language.
The method avoids subjectivity by requiring a study of
the

relationship

of

the

marked

function

to

the

context, as opposed to logical or implicit contexts.

literary
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Chapter One
Introduction

1.0 Purpose

The purpose of this study is to investigate the relation ship
between syntax and emphasis in Biblical Hebrew .1 Since syntax
traditionally involves both inflectional agreement and the arrangement of
words to show connections of meaning it is clear that the study of word
order is a syntactic study, and that there is a relationship between
word order and distinctions of meaning .2 It is this last connection
between word order variations and meaning that we will study for BH.
Historically, the term emphasis h as been used to label variation s
of word order, but there has been no clear connection between such
word order variations and meaning.

For this reason we will attempt to

determine the relation of variations in word order to connections of
meaning.

Our goal is to see if we can clarify the nature of word order

1 From this point we abbreviate Biblical Hebrew a s BH.
2 P. H. Matthe ws, Syntax (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni versity Press, 1981) ,
1.

1

variations, how they function, and what relationship they have to
meaning changes.

1.1 The Need for the Study

The need for the study arises from a combination of factors.
principal factor is the problem of emphasis.

One

From the studies of

Albrecht and Driver to the present work of Andersen, Hoftijzer and
Muraoka the question of emphasis has received increasing attention.
Even after Muraoka's study, however, there is a lack of clarity which
calls for a fresh approach to the topic.3
There are two basic problems in the study of emphasis in BH.
First, we have no access to intonation patterns in the language.

There

are no living informants who can help us uncover cases of emphasis
brought about by intonation alone.

There are clauses which are clearly

questions, yet lack any definite marking.

Such clauses depend on

intonation.4 This eliminates the possibility of detecting emphasis
produced by accent or intonation and leaves us with the written text,
and only those emphatic constructions to which we have access in a
written text.

Even in this case we have no living informants who can

answer detailed questions about the performance of word order change.
If we are able to resolve and understand emphatic word order pattei:-ns

3 See chapter on emphasis for bibliography, and compare the comments of
C. H. J. van der Merwe, "The vague term 'emphasis"' in Journal for Semitics,
vol. 1/1, pp. 118-132.

4 See § 5.3.4 for a discussion of Gen 3:1.
2

3

in BH it will be from their function alone, i.e., from their use in the
discourse context.
The second problem is the meaning of emphasis.

For what

purpose is a certain element stressed (syntactically) in a clause or
sentence?

Or, ho w does that stress function within the context to

produce the various types of emphasis?

Even if we can ascertain this

for modern languages is it possible to do so for a dead language?
Another hindrance to such a study is one traditional
interpretation of stylistics, namely that style or rhetoric relates to the
manner or form of a discourse and not to the content or substance.

An

example of this view is found in Bandstra's discussion of emphasis as a
discourse function.

Based on the distinction between content structure

and discourse structure, he makes the point that the process of
arranging the elements of discourse in linear, sequential• order is
subsequent to and can be dealt with separately from the process of
deciding what to say.

What we broadly call "emphasis" is a matter of

discourse structure and not content structure.

Emphasis is a function

of how the content of discourse is going to be stated.5

The result of

such an approach is that structure has no relationship to meaning, or
discourse semantics.
Bandstra's comments imply a basic dichotomy between the
cognitive and the evocative or expressive aspects of a text, between
style and meaning .

If, howev er, it can be shown that e mphatic

5 B. L. Bandstra, The Syntax of the Particle 'KY' in Biblical Hebrew a n d
Ugaritic (Ph. D. diss, Yale, 1982) : 52 .

4

constructions involve cognitive aspects of communication this will
demonstrate the coherence of style and meaning .6

1.2 The Corpus

The study requires a suitable corpus of prose material in order to
observe the function of the various constructions.

There are two

overlapping corpora, the statistical database consisting of Gen 12-25,
and Dt 4-11, which establishes the normal and variant word order data,
and the textual corpus, consisting of Dt 4-11, in which we will analysis
the various constructions.
The texts contain significant concentrations of speech material.
Gen 12-25 is generally narrative which i.11.cludes speech and Dt 4-11 is
composed of two speeches wh..i.ch involve considerable narrative.

This

shows it is somewhat artificial to distinguish speech and narrative.

Our

purpose is to include direct speech but to do so without eliminating its
framework.

This is the best way, given the text we have, to recapture

the functional opposition of the different clause types in actual
discourse.

1.3 Method

6 M. Silva, Biblical Words & Their Meaning (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1983): 117, fn 49, " . . . surely stylistic elements ·(e.g., emotive) should be
regarded as part of meaning." Cf. the comments of P. Miller, Interoreting the
Psalms (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988): 30,31. Although he is speaking of
a different continuum, that of poetry and interpretation, the point is still the
same and can be applied to the style - meaning continuum in narrative,
speech, etc .

5

The study attempts to delineate the nature of emphasis by
building on the modern discussion of the nominal clause, particularly in
Andersen, Hoftijzer, Muraoka, and Waltke-O'Connor, and by relating the
findings of modern linguistics to the problem, particularly the notion of
information focus.

The first section will attempt to develop a general

notion of emphasis with reference to BH by examining word order
statistics and the relationship of context to emphatic constructions.7
Succeeding chapters will discuss specific constructions in the corpus
which are a product of word order variation from the waw consecutive
clause.

The discussion of the specific constructions will attempt to show

the ways in which word order variation contributes to clear discourse
functions and how the constructions interact with context to produce
meaning distinctions.

1.3.1 The Word Order Dat.abase

It will be necessary to first establish the normal word order
patterns for main clauses in a corpus of prose (speech) texts.

The

search of the statistical database will be for the word order patterns in
two types of main clauses, either disjunctive clauses or asyndetic
clauses, in order to determine the basic word order sequences.

The

7 C. H. J. van der Mer we, The Old Hebrew Particle gam (St. Ottilien: EOS
Verlag, 1990): 44, objects to the term 'emphasis' because of the past abuse of
the term. There can be no objection in any discipline to a reformulation of a
definition. 'I'he word is perfectly acceptable as a label to call attention to a
certain highlighting of a word or phrase, etc ., for some reason whic h only
contextual considerations can clarify. The term is n o less acceptable t han
'focus'.

6

purpose of the search will be to then determine the functional
differences from the waw consecutive these word order variations may
involve.

This implies that word order variations are a part of the

functional opposition of major clause types in the language system as a
whole.

1.3.2 The Contextual Analysis

The contextual analysis of discourse fun ctions of the various
constructions will depend on two t hings: first ascertaining the emphatic
construction and its formal features, and secondly, determining the way
that construction interacts with its context.
The analysis must be contextual in order to control subjectivity in
understanding the way each construction functions in its own context.
It must be explicit i.t1 order to properly conceive t he author's meaning.
A statement means what it means in a literary context, not what we may
infer about that statement in a vacuum.

Secondly, valid inferences from

statements in a context may not be part of the point the author is
makLr1g.

For example, if an author is describing a certain person by

making a series of descriptive statements, he may not wish for us to
draw just any logical conclusions from one of the statements.

He may

want only to give us important general back ground in preparation for
the story.

It is only in the story that we can see how those initial

depictions equip us to comprehend the author's purpose.

There is a

difference between the literary purpose of a statement and what we may
otherwise logically infer from it.

7

1.3.3 The Constructions For Analysis

The constructions we will examine in this way are fronting, the
cleft sentence, the chiasm, and the use of the pleonastic pronoun with
the finite verb .

All of these constructions are formally identifiable

because of either syntactic redundance (the pleonastic pronoun) or
variations in word order from the waw consecutive.
Since we are dealing with a dead language, a degree of
circularity in the demonstration is impossible to avoid, yet the
consistent and contextually demonstrable presence of clear discourse
functions in a large number of the constructions would corroborate the
notion that this is the purpose or function of those constructions, that
the syntax of those constructions is somehow involved in the production
of a certain function in a context.

1.3.4 Information Focus

The notion of information focus in modern linguistics supports this
investigative method.

In modern languages focus often operates in

conjunction with other elements in a context t o produce various types of
discourse functions, including, for example, contrast and a shift in topic.
In many cases focus is a function of marked or unusual position in a

clause.

This indicates that such unusual order stresses or foc uses on

one clause element in order to bring it into relationship with another
element in the context.

Such studies suggest, by analogy, that the same

positional syntax may function in BH.

The next chapter will begin by

8

presenting the basic word order statistics and arguing the context in
which we must understand them.

Chapter 2
Word Order in BH Prose

2.0 Introduction

Tr...i.s chapter furnishes the statistical basis for the study from a

corpus including Gen 12-25 and Dt 1-11, 29-31, discusses the theoretical
basis for such statistics, and also provides some analysis of the
statistics.8 In addition, because of the importance of the asyndetic
clause to the theoretical discussion I will consider aspects of that
construction.

2.0.1 Description of The Statistical Database

The database consists of a long first person speech in
Deuteronomy and a group of chapters from Genesis which contains
frequent d:irect discourse.

In Genesis the database is narrative, but it

is heavily weighted with direct speech, while in Deuterono my it is a
8 This database is the statistical corpus, whereas Dt 4-11 is the
textual corpus, that body of text in Dt. 4-11 which we will analyze for
various syntactic aspects of emphasis.
9

10
first person speech which contains both narrative and citations of direct
discourse (a short speech between two persons) and direct speech (a
short speech of one person).
speech and narrative.

It is somewhat artificial to distinguish

The speech of Moses has long stretches of

narrative, as does any speech which is of some length.

It is less likely

to find narration in short stretches of direct discourse cited Li. a text.
The features, therefore, of a large selection of short sections of direct
speech may be quite dmerent, particularly in the use of asyndeton,
than a longer speech or narrative.9
The database for the statistics are all the main verbal clauses in
the corpus.

Although I looked at nominal clauses they are not included.

The tables are a reflection of the database because they select all those
main clauses which contain at least two of the major elements.
major elements are verb, subject and object.

The

The clauses had to have,

then, either verb and subject or verb and object.

It is obvious that

clauses with only verbs in them yield no information about word order.
The term 'relative word order' refers to the sequence of the majorelements whether they are first in the clause or not.

For example, if a

clause is, in the order of elements, prepositional phrase-verb-subject,
the relative order is verb-subject, even through a prepositional phrase
is first in the clause.
The tables also present, in the far left column, the clause initial
element for- the clauses selected.

These elements are grouped according

to whether they are major elements (subject, verb or object) or margins

9 Cf. Dt 5:2-5 and Gen 47:5,6 .

11

(adverbs, prepositional phrases, in.terjections, etc.).

The other columns

list these clauses according their relative sequence.

2.0.2 Frequency and Norm

The words 'normal' and 'unu sual' when applied to word order in
BH refer to frequen c y of occurrence.

If emphasis is in some way

related to unusual word order we will have to know what n ormal word
order is.

It is therefore necessary to obtain statistics on word order in

BH.

For reasons to be explained I will look at the frequency of
relative order for two disti.rict types of clause, the disjunctive and the
asyndetic clauses.

Once we have ascertained the frequency of

occurrence it is still necessary to decide what level of frequency
constitutes a norm.

For our purposes we will assume that any relative

sequence that is higher than sixty percent is a norm or pattern.

For

:L.""l.stance, if the relative order verb-subject occurs sixty percent of the
time and the order subject- verb forty percent we will assume that the
order verb-subject constitutes the norm and that the opposite sequence
is unusual.

If the frequencies were fifty-fifty we should have to

conclude that there is n o pattern for t he order concerning the r elative
sequence of verb and subject.

In this case the order is random and

presents n o pattern.
This is only a working assumption, and no more.

In fact the

notion of a n or m or a pattern depends on the actual function of the
clauses in question.

If the 'norm' and its unusual or infrequent

12
counterpart do not point, in the context, to different functions then the
statistics have no functional interest; they are just numbers.
The working assumption, therefore, depends on the actual function
of the clauses that fit these statistical patterns.

The assumption can be

validated only if the infrequent word order has some function that is
different from the normal word order.

2.1 Functional Oppodti.on

The basis for these statistics also requires discussion.

Word

order is not an independent phenomenon, unrelated t o any other
function of language.

This includes BH.

If a given word order is a

feature of any type of clause, this regular order functions in opposition
to other types of clauses.

The circumstantial clause, for example, has a

regular order of waw + subject + verb, while the waw consecutive
clause has waw + verb + subject + other elements.10

The difference

between these two types signals a change in discourse function.

Word

order on this level is not an independent, random phenomenon, but
relates to the language system as a whole.

It is just for this reason

that the use of word order statistics depends on other considerations.
In respect to BH the interpretation of such statistics is closely
relat ed to two major categories and their subdivisions.

The major

distinguisl:1i.ng mark is the use or non-use of the clausal waw.

lO This is not to overlook the morphological and accentual changes
found in various realizations of the waw consecutive.

13
2.1.1 Word Order and Clausal Waw

Lambd:in and Waltke-O'Connor relate word order :in clauses
beg:inn:ing with waw to their grammatical function. 11

Lambd:in notes the

relative rarity of subord:inating conjunctions which mark adverbial
clauses as such.

With a much higher frequency there is an almost

constant sequence of clauses jo:ined only by a form of the conjunctive
waw .

He concludes that an inspection of these sequences demonstrates

that variation in the word order or of the verbal form used immediately
after the waw marks differentiation :in clause function.

Both of these

studies divide such clause functions LTlto two maj or categories, the
conjunc'"t.ive-sequential and the disjunctive.

The former is normally used

to mark sequence with the preceding clause, and has the form waw +
verb + other elements, whereas the latter breaks this sequence and
marks some form of subordination and has the sequence waw + non-verb

+ other elements.
As far as the disjunctive clause is concerned the question of word
order depends on what we consider normal.

Statistics about word order

are useful only if we know what the terms of comparison are.
are two basic possibilities.

There

Either we count all disjunctive clauses and

11 Th. Lambd:in, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew (New York: Charles
Scribners, 1971): 162. He recognizes that there are exceptions to these
patterns but insists that most sequences can be reduced to these
patterns, so there is value in regarding them as standard, p. 279. Als o
B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Svntax
(W:inona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 649, " Clausal waw is a simple
conjunction, that is, it places propositions or- clauses one after another,
without :indicat:ing the hierarchical relation between them. Biblical
Hebrew frequently joins logically subord:inate clauses to a main clause
either asyndetically or, mor e ofte n , s yndetically with this con junction ."

14
consider the statistically most frequent order as 'normal' and others as
'marked,' (unusual) or we take the waw consecutive clause as normative
and consider the disjunctive clause marked 'as such.'

The first

approach is faulty because it assumes that the contextual relationships
are of no importance, that word order within a clause is independent of
the presence of other types of clauses.

The second approach assumes

that various types of clauses function in opposition to each other.
Lambdin takes the latter approach when he notes that disjunctive
clauses vary the word order from the conjunctive-sequential order. 12
His approach depends on the actual function in context of this positional
shift within the verbal clause.
For Lambdin and Waltke-O'Connor, then, the disjunctive clause
depends for its function upon a variation of word order from the normal
waw consecutive, i.e., waw + verb + other elements.

Any word order in

the disjunctive clause may be marked in relationship to the wa w
consecutive clause, because it shifts the order of the major elements in
the clause.

The function of a clause, then, can only be determined by

contextual considerations.

Various clauses beginning with waw operate

in functional opposition to each other.
This study will consider any clause beginning with waw to have a
marked word order if the next element after waw is a non-verb. 13
Ascertaming the function of the word order will depend on contextual
considerations.

12 Th. Lambdin, I ntroduction to Biblical Hebrew : 162-5.
13 For the present the term ' marked' refers to unusual word order
which departs from the norm.
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The following table gives the overall statistics for the disjunctive
clause in the statistical corpus.

The columns indicate the relative verb

order and the rows give the actual number of clauses and the
percentages in each case.

Table 1
Simple Waw Disjunctive Clauses in Summary 14

Number

50

9

28

36

Percent:

85

15

44

56

,:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::- :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::-.:::::::::::::::::::,M:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::!:::::::::::::::!!:::,.

As expected the subject-verb order predominates over the verbsubject order.

The next table will help clarify the reason for the

occurrence of the verb-subject relative order.
Table 2 presents two aspects of disjunctive clauses, the.rr clause
initial element and the relative word order i.i.-1 those clauses.

14 Sigla for the tables: 0 = object; Adv
verb, SVO = subject-verb-object, etc.

= adverb;

SV

= subject-
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Table 2
Simple Waw Disjunctive Clauses
Relative Word Order

1::::1$ ••oV_ _H _vol_v, JvsH .m. _j
Subject

1

32

l......Object
28
2
,.. - ,.., .............,. ......,,, H~•-,-..,..-+.--,---,-+.,..-,,....;,--,---,t--,......,..-+•·••o, ,OHO- ........ ..... ,..

r:

:~~:~!~ir :

i :1:r: ::

_it[svo_ _•!otals •
17

· -::i:: I

50

30

••M••-"'• ..................... ,, ....,.. ,,..,1...•MO\HOOHOIOHO

.

- - - - - - ··~ · .;. .. .-......: .. ·... ~
· ____,_ _.....
. .. · ...... ·._ .... _ _ _ _ _ _- l

Adv

4

Totals

32

---·+

3

9

4

2

9

4

2

20

32

17

100

,,:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-:::::::::::::::::::::::-:::::::::::r.:::::::M::::::::::::-.:::R::::::::::::::::..:::::::::::::::::::::R:::::::::::::::::::::::::-:::::::::::::::::::M::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~-:::::::::::::::::::,,

One important factor is the frequency of the occurrence of a
clause initial margi.11.

In the statistical corpus a margin (any element

which is not a subject, object, or a verb) occurs in the first position
20/100 times, or twenty percent of the time, whenever there are at least
two nuclear elements i...-1 the clause.

This indicates that clause initial

adverbial clauses are not used as frequently as nuclear or major clause
elements.

The reason for this depends on the contextual function, i.e.,

only an analysis of the preceding clause can give us an indication of
the reason for placing a margin first in the disjunctive clause .

If the

preceding clause is an asyndeti.c clause, as often happens, the asyndetic
clause may also have such a margin.

The reason, in this case, would

have to do with the staging of the two clauses in conjunction.15
Another significant fact is that in fifteen of twenty cases of
clause initial margins the nuclear order is V-S or V-O.
15 See the chapter on Fronting.

There are five
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cases where the order is 0-V, all due to the occurrence of Cl in the
initial position.

The latter fact calls for further study, but the V-S

order appears to point to a syntactic constraint on the relative word
order whenever clause initial adverbials occur.

It is the occurrence of

clause initial adverbials that cause the unusual (for disjunctive clauses)
verb-subject relative order.

2.1.2 Word Order and the Asyndetic Clause

With reference to the relative order of subject and verb the
statistics of the asyndetic clause are most significant.

By definition the

waw consecutive is always waw plus verb and the above tables have
shown that the disjunctive clause has the order waw plus non-verb plus
verb.

It is also necessary to determine the word order features of the

asyndetic clause to see if it differs from the clauses beginning with
waw.
Since asyndetic clauses do not begin with a waw they must be
considered separately from clauses which do begin with a waw.

A major

identifying mark of the asyndetic clause is not its word order but its
lack of an initial waw .

The question is, however, whether there is any

functional opposition between the waw consecutive and the asyndetic
clauses.
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Table 3

Asyndetic Clause Relative Order
SuHary

,.Ptd~r. _:: ! :vs ::: .)sv:)..! ..!.. !.v oi !.J..!. ! ...ov.:.! ..!. :.:.!..i.
). Number:
I

) Percent:

39

28

87

20

58

42

81

19

,::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::,M
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The overlap in numbers compared to the numbers in the next
table is due to the fact that some categories are counted twice.
Whenever the clause contains three nuclear elements (subject, object,
verb), such as in a SVO, the number of occurrences is counted once for
S-V and once for V-0.

Table 4

Asyndetic Clauses by Relative Order
···:"··:···: ·:..:" .. :..·:··:--·:·r·:"··:·· :··:. . ··:·":'··: ·: ·:· :"·:···:'··:·:" ···:'··:···:". :...:" .. ··:"·:·--:..:·(·:···:'--:· :"f'. :". :··:··:·:"":···:··:··:"r..:' .. :···:·:···:'··:·--:"·:
:Initial :: •ov :: :ov:s::: VOS : vso: · :VS :· SV : : :VO: : : SVO ·: lotals : •

ti~~~rtt!i : : :

:....~. . .:......~~--- .

. ..
2

Verb

. . .:.. . . . . .

14

15

12

17

74

57

Subject
Object

. :...:. .:. ..
27

2

20

... :..•:•-:-N••..••••"''.'"• '."'",""''', H .. _.. ,... • 0 ...........-,.. ... ,....... ,- ...,.,

._;i;~.!..;.;t. ,·_

1

---t----t _ _ _
. . . . . ......._.- - - - - - - ·--

Adv
Totals

18
18

2

3

33

.

1

11

13

68

i: ::: r :
32

15

153
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The table indicates that the V-0 sequence occurs eighty-three
percent of the ti.me in relation to the 0-V order.

If the clauses
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beginning with a margin are excluded the percentage only decreases one
percent, down to eighty-two percent.

The statistic shows that the

asyndetic clause maintains a relative order V-O, and that the change to
O-V may have functional reasons for such usage.

The question remains

whether this has anything to do with the waw consecutive.

Our

conclusion is that it does not. 16
Using the statistical corpus each asyndetic clause counts as one
example.

To count the order of S-V versus V-S only those examples

were included which had at least S and V in the clause.

Given this

approach there are sixty-seven clauses in the statistical corpus which
had both S and V present.

Forty-two percent of the clauses were S-V

and fh--=ty-eight percent were V-S order.
These percentages are almost reversed if one apparent constraint
on the word order in verbal clauses is kept in view.

Just as in

disjunctive clauses the order in asyndetic clauses is always V-S
whenever an adverbial margin is first in the clause.17

Further

investigation in a much larger corpus is necessary, but if the presence
of an initial margin is in fact a constraint on word order it would be a
methodological error to allow such examples to be counted as part of
this set.

If such asyndetic clauses are excluded the percentage

16 Although this question is not a concern of this study, since our
primary interest is the functional reasons for word order shifts, it is a
significant problem. A careful study of the asyndetic clause is still
necessary.
17 Cf. B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: § 8.3b.
Waltke-O'Connor are referring to the word order of BH verbal clauses in
general, without reference to the disti.11ctions of syndetic or asy n detic
(use or non-use of the clausal waw). In the statistical corpus this
generalization holds for both disjunctive and asyndetic clauses.
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reverses and the S-V clauses now constitute fifty-seven percent of the
examples and the V-S forty-three percent.
However the sample is counted the percentages indicate that
neither the S-V nor the V-S order is normative.
neither order is marked.

The order of S and V in the asyndetic clause

has no apparent functional signilicance.
significant facts.

For that reason,

This statistic points to two

The first is that the asyndetic clause does not

function in opposition to the waw consecutive clause, i.e., its random S
and V order does not allow for a difference in function due to a basic
word order shift in the construction.

Secondly, it would be a mistake

to count the asyndetic clause alongside the waw consecutive clause in
order to determine the normal order of the verbal clause.

To lump the

two types of clauses together would only serve to mask the significant
difference between the two and unnecessarily skew the statistics.
The asyndetic clause operates either as a subordinate clause or an
an independent paragraph level clause.

As a subordinate clause it may

modify a waw consecutive clause, or, more often, operate in tandem with
a disjunctive clause to form conjunctive clauses.18

The conjunctive

clause is often formed by the combination of an asyndetic clause and a
following disjunctive clause.

In this case the disjunctive clause is

working, not in opposition to a preceding waw consecutive clause, but in
conjunction with the preceding asyndetic clause.

For example, in Ex 34:28:

18 F. I. Andersen, The Sentence in Biblical Hebrew, ch. 8. The
major distLrictive of the conjunctive clause, according to Andersen, is
that each constituent clause has the same grammatical function as the
conjunctive sentence as a whole. One proof of this is the fact that most
conjunctive sentences begin with an asyndetic clause, indicating that
the conjunctive sentence is adverbial as a whole to whatever precedes,
unless the asyndetic clause begins a paragraph.
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Bread he did not eat,
and water he did not drink.

This conjunctive sentence provides another feature of the
asyndetic clause which indicates its functional independence of the waw
consecutive.

This example exhibits fronting,1 9 which indicates that

fronting occurs in the asyndetic clause in the same way it does in the
disjunctive clause, another thing they have in common.

But it is very

important to note that the fronting often operates in a different way.
Whenever the 0-V order occurs in an asyndetic clause it rarely does so
for reasons of contrast, except in special cases.20
None of the functions of the asyndetic clause give us any reason
to set up a functional opposition between it and the waw consecutive
except in the sense that it is not a narrative sequential clause as the
waw consecutive often is.
difference.

The lack of a waw is one marker of this

The d:ifference in word order, however, gives no reason to

set the two clauses in opposition, since the word order in the asyndetic
clause is random, i.e., the word order features of the asyndetic clause
are not due to a functional opposition with the waw consecutive clause.
19 See the chapter on Fronting. Many of Andersen's examples in
the chapter on the Conjunctive Clause are of this nature, an asyndetic
clause followed by a disjunctive clause.
20 See the discussion of fronting. A case where the 0-V order
functions contrastively is Dt. 1:38, where the fronted object pronoun
continues the topic of the preceding casus pendens. The object
fronting by itself functions to maintain the preceding topic. The
contrastive function has already been established by the casus pendens.
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There is a second important f unction of the asyndetic clause,
which it has in common with the disjunctive clause, that apparently has
been overlooked, its paragraph-structuring function.

2.1.3 The Paragraph-Level Function of the Asyndetic Clause

Almost half of the paragraphs in the corpus begin with asyndetic
clauses.

Of those seventeen, nine are commands, one is an injunctive,

six are temporal clauses, and one is an antithetical statement. 21
There are three cases, 5:23,28, 9:26, where the paragraph begins
with a waw consecutive plus imperfect.
speech paragraphs.22

Each of these introduces direct

In each case the speech paragraph begins with

asyndetic clauses, 5:24 with hen plus perfect, 5:28b with a perfect, and
9:26 with vocative plus 'al plus jussive.

If the introductory narrative

past were excluded we should have three additional paragraphs
beginning with asyndeton, i.e., twenty of tb..irty-eight.
The paragraph structuring function of asyndetic clauses is similar
to the use of the waw consecutive to be gin narrative past and futures.
Gen 15:1 is an example of an asyndetic temporal clause which is
paragraph initial:

21

The references are: imperative - 4:1, 5, 23, 32, 5:1, 6:4, 9:1, 7,
11:26; injunctive - 8:1; temporal clause - 4:10; 6:20, 7:1, 17, 10:1, 8; and
antithetic - 7:7.
22 By 'speech paragraph' I mean the whole unit of speech

introduced by the narrative tenses.
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After this things the word of the Lord came to
Abram in a vision.

The following three examples illustrate two different ways of
beginning paragraphs, the first with an asyndetic clause, and the
second and third with a waw consecutive:

·.. 1'}!$~.,, 1'rt'~

:,iii'

... ., ~ij""?i~ c~~~w~ 'i'.'\;j

1~"'~; ,~

... r,~;:,-,~ 1'rt'' mii' 1~~7 ,:;,

7:1
5:23

:i~m

6:10 23

Each of these temporal clauses introduces a section by stating the basic
situation.

Circumstantial clauses function in a similar way when they

are paragraph initial.

Andersen notes that a circumstantial clause may

initiate a new episode by introducing a new dramatis persona or a new
development in a story.

Two examples he gives of each are,

respectively, Gen 3:1, 4:1:24

Now the serpent was the shrewdest of all the
wild beasts which the Lord God had made.

23 B. L. Bandstra, The Syntax of Particle KY in Biblical Hebrew and
Ugaritic, 408, concludes that whenever the ki clause precedes its main
clause then the semantic relationship between the ki clause and its main
clause is one of condition, concession, or temporal circumstance. When
the ki clause follows its maiJ1 clause the relationship is one of
complementation, consequence, adversion or causation.
24 F. I. Andersen, Sentence: 79.
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Now Adam knew his wile Eve.
In the same way asyndetic declarative clauses may also set up the
basic situation and thus introduce the paragraph.

This is the case in

Dt 5:2, 6:4b, 7:7, 9:laa (after the imperative), and 11:26.

This is also

true of the statement beginning the direct speech at 5:24:

[~i~~r-ij]

i"T::l~-r'I~ ~l'ij?' i'iirl' mfiij lt1

ttl~7' 7ir-1p

1l~Qlp

;a,p-r,~ i?~-n~;,

You said,
"Look, the Lord our God showed us his glory and
greatness. We also heard his voice from the
midst of the fire."

This set of two clauses in chiasm is an asyndetic sentence which sets
the situation and then becomes the basis for a conclusion the elders
draw in the next asyndetic clause in 5:24:

We have seen that God speaks to man and he lives.

This brief survey indicates that asyndetic clauses which begin
paragraphs in the corpus have the discou1;se function of setting the
situation for the rest of the section.

This is true whether they are

temporal clauses, commands (imperatives or ii.1junctives), or declarative
clauses.

25
We may draw from this the conclusion that asyndetic clauses
function to introduce a situation in much the same way as narrative
past/future and circumstantial clauses do. 25

Whether they are related

asyndetically to the larger context, on the supposition they are in
asyndeton with a preceding paragraph or section, is a difficult question
which this study will not consider.26
In addition to their paragraph i..riitial function asyndetic clauses
are found at the end of sections.

Just as circumstantial clauses begin

or end sections this is also true of asyndetic clauses.27
asyndeton is an example of a paragraph-final position.

The summary
The clause

reintroduces, in brief fashion, the focus of preceding clauses, either by
stating the topic or by making a brief comment concerning the
preceding content.

A good e}tample is Dt. 5:22:

C??w,-?;r',~ i1ii1' if,:T M7~i;I C'".'l~;Ti'.'.'1"1"1~
?ii} i,;p ,~,w,;, l~~tl tti~ 1inQ ,~;
~~

tt"?i

The Lord spoke all these words to your assembly,
on the mountain from the midst of the fire, cloud
and darkness with a loud voice. He added nothing more.

25 Cf. F. I. Andersen, The Sentence in Biblical Hebrew: 79,80, where

he notes how circumstantial clauses may initiate paragraphs.
26 Cf. provisionally, R. E. Longacre, Joseph: A Story of Divine

Providence: A Text Theoretical and Texlinguistic Analysis of Genesis 37
and 39-48 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1989), ch. 4.
27 Cf. the useful but very brief comments of G. Braulik, Mittel der

Deuteronomische Rhetorik: 143. Also F . I. Andersen, The Sentence in
Biblical Hebrew: 80,81, for his demonstration that circumstantial clause
may close out a paragraph.
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This clause summarizes the giving of the Ten Words and is followed by
several clauses which limit the revelation at Horeb to the Israelites
present.

The next clause begins a new section.28

All of the indications are that the asyndetic clause is another
functional variant, a clause which has its own functions independent of
the waw consecutive or the disjunctive clauses.

As such it varies from

the waw consecutive in two respects, its random verb subject order,
and its lack of an initial waw.

2.2 Conclusion

The statistics indicate that there are three basic clause types, the
waw consecutive, the disjunctive and the asyndetic clauses.

The first

important result from the survey of the statistics is that they present
no reason to doubt the generally held view that the waw consecutive
and the disjunctive clauses are in functional opposition.

There is a

basic word order shift after the waw.
The second important result is the fact that there is no normal
order in the asyndetic clause as far as the subject and verb sequence
is concerned.

The sequence is apparently random.

If this result holds

up for carefully controlled searches of longer stretches of te}~t it will
show that we can not speak of shifts in this clause as far as the
subject and verb are concerned.

For example, we can not speak of

28 Cf. Gen 15:18, 17:26 as asyndetic summary comments concluding

and focusing the previous section.
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'subject fronting.'

If there are any normal versus unusual sequences in

this clause they have to involve the object or other elements.
Thirdly, the asyndetic clause functions in many ways that are
similar to the disjunctive clause, and it often functions alongside the ,
disjunctive clause (for example, to form conjunctive sentences).

This

clearly supports the view that asyndetic clauses must be aligned
functionally not with the waw consecutive but with the disjunctive
clause.
A fourth significant point is that the disjunctive clause may

operate either in functional opposition to the waw consecutive or in
conjunction with the asyndetic clause.
We conclude that the statistics and other considerations support
the basic functional oppositions between the waw consecutive and the
wa w disjunctive, but that they do not support a functional opposition
between the waw consecutive and the asyndetic clause.

The opposition

between the waw consecutive and the waw disjunctive, and, the
independent function of the asyndetic clause determine the significance
of word order and word order variation in parataxis.29
The actual function of word order shifts in parataxis, and their
relationship to emphasis, is the subject of the rest of the study.

29 We are not saying that there is no functional difference between
the waw consecutive and the asyndetic clause, but that any functional
differences are not due to word order shifts.

Chapter 3

The Problem of "Emphasis"

3.0 Introduction

Emphasis is a term which generally refers to any type of
highlighting of a sentence element by one of several means.

In many

languages there are various methods of producing emphasis.

The

phonological methods of producL'1.g emphasis are intonation or s tress.

It

is possible to tell where highlighting is placed within a clause simply by
..listening to the stress employed by a speaker.

The lexical method is

the repetition of words, and the grammatical method includes word order
shifts, the passive voice, and pleonasm.
The constructions which are the subject of this study are
syntactic -- either the products of word order shifts, or pleonasm.
Some of these constructions, such as the chiastic sentence and the cleft
sentence are not normally associated with emphasis, but fronting and
pleonasm are.30

30 See chapters on these topics.
28

29

Aside from the problems associated with phonological mea ns of
producing emphasis there are several reasons why the study of
emphasis in BH presents special problems.

To attempt a fresh approach

to the problem we will first discuss the older views of emphasis,
specifically with reference to word order, summarize more recent
linguistic studies, and then review recent studies of emphasis and word
order in BH.

Finally we will conclude with a fuller definition of

emphasis, specify its relationship to syntactic means of its production,
and list some of its possible discourse functions in the corpus.

The

study, in individual chapters for each syntactic device, will then
investigate the function, if any, of emphasis in each relevant example in
the corpus.

3.0.1 Nature of the Problem

There are several reasons why the study of emphasis presents a
major problem.

These involve language in general, including BH, and

confusion in older studies concerning the meaning and function of
emphasis.

3.0.1.1 BH as a Language

BH as a language poses several problems for the investigation of
emphasis.

These problems concern the fact that BH is no longer a

living language, which necessarily limits the scope of t he investigation
to extant texts.

30

3.0.1.1.1

BH is a dead language.

Because BH is a dead language, we do not have access to the
suprasegmental (intonation and stress) signals which could confirm
emphasis.
a language.

Intonation and stress are one means of indicating emphasis m
Because of our lack of access to these features of BH we

are limited to an investigation of other ways BH might have to produce
and use emphasis.
In addition, since we have no way of questioning a living speaker
of the language it will be necessary to approach BH and its possible use
of emphasis more indirectly.

Interdisciplinary studies can provide

helpful clues to language in general, but it will be necessary to
carefully query the text to discover the function, if any, of purported
emphatic devices.

In particular, it is of the utmost importance that any

study indicate clear contextual evidence of emphasis and its function.
It is not enough to show that a particular syntactic device looks similar
to such devices in other languages, or that the word order phenomena
are similar.

There are good reasons, discussed below, for concluding

that such features are not conclusive.

We are left, then, with the

necessity of providing cogent contextual proof that emphasis is present,
how it functions, and what this means for the interpretation of that
stretch of text.

Unless this can be con vLr1cingly demonstrated it is not

enough to suspect that emphasis is present based on powerful
interdisciplinary analogies from psychologJ or linguistics (i.e., the way
other languages function).
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Because we are investigating a part of the remains of a language
now dead we cannot know that any statistics we develop are
representative of the language as a whole, or even of the use of that
language within a certain type of speech or writing.

For this reason we

are all the more dependent on contextual demonstration that any
putative word order change has a certain function.

It is that contextual

function which is the necessary criterion for emphasis, i.e., if emphasis
indeed indicates a certain discourse function.

3.0.1.1.2

BH is a written text.

There is a second reason why we may consider only written means
of producing emphasis.
study, Dt 4-11,

BH is a written text.

The corpus chosen for

represents a first person speech which has been

written down for preservation.

Even if the written version left the

speech in its original speech format we do not have access to the
speech context which accompanied its performance.

We lack, therefore,

the original intonation, body language, etc.
It may be assumed that there are differences in strategy for
written and oral communication.

Oral communication normally has access

not only to intonation and stress but also body language of various
kinds to bring emphasis into the act of communication.
had no such tools.

A writer in BH

Whereas a modern writer has many graphic means of
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indicating emphasis, such as underlining, italicizing, using bold letters,
etc., the ancient scribe by and large did not use such possibilities.31
It is not true, of course, that a writer has no means of producing

emphasis.

As Cruttenden points out, most languages have grammatical

means of producing emphasis.

In English, for example, the passive, the

cleft sentence, extraposition and fronting are all syntactic means of
producing emphasis, specifically by the use of word order shifts.32
The question is how BH used these devices for emphasis.

3.0.1.2 The Environment of Word Order Shifts

Since emphasis syntactically produced is a function of word order
shifts it is important to realize that such shifts may not signal the same
function in different environments.33

For example, the normal word

31 B. Waltke, M.O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax:
§ 16.3.lb.

32 A. Cruttenden, Intonation ( Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1986): 76. W. Lehmann in "English: A Characteristic SVO
Language" in Syntactic Typoloqy (Austin: University of Texas Press,
1979): 208 notes that the passive in English is not simply a voice used
to represent the receiver or product of an action but rather, it can
function as a grammatical construction used to highlight constituents
which do not receive such an emphasis in the normal (non-passive)
pattern. A. Cutler, "Stress and Accent" in Intonation, Accent and
Rhythm, edited by D. Gibbon, H. Richter (New York: Walter- de Gruyter,
1984): 86, also adds what he calls 'topicalization' as a grammatical means
of expressing focus.
33 We may not for example, take it for granted that word-order
shifts function the same way L"l nominal clauses and verbal clauses. If
Andersen is correct then such shifts, in the nominal clause, are a signal
of clause function, not of emphasis. Since he allows for emphasis only
in one or two examples, and emphasis, on the whole, has no function in
his categories, his approach implies that BH had no syntactic means of
indicating emphasis in the nominal clause. Contrast B. Waltke, M.

33
order in main clauses may be different from the word order in
subordinate clauses.

To take an example from a modern language, the

word order in German is different for dependent and independent
clauses - subordinating conjunctions shift the verb to the end of the
clause.

For this reason, this study will generally confine its scope to

main clauses iil the corpus.
Finally, languages change over time, and such changes may
include methods of producing emphasis, including word order shifts.34
Older wor~ order changes may no longer function in the total language
system to produce emphasis, i.e., word order shifts may not operate in
functional opposition with the language context to produce various kinds
of discourse functions.

Such examples may be merely frozen remnants

of a former order and have no function in the present language system.
According to Strang this is demonstrably true of English; it may be true
of BH.35

Therefore it is necessary to be sensitive to possible changes

over time when selecting a corpus for the investigation.

This is one

major reason for the choice of Dt 4-11, a first person speech text that
on most accounts fits within a reasonable date range.

This requisite is

O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Svntax: § 8.4.2c-d.

34 A comparison of Kings and Chronicles indicates some of the

changes. Note A. Kropat, Die Syntax des Autors der Chronik (Giessen:
Verlag von Alfred Topelmann, 1909). T. Giv6n, "The Drift from VSO to
SVO in Biblical Hebrew: The Pragmatics of Tense-Aspect" in C. Li (ed)
Mechanisms of Syntactic Change (Austin: University of Texas, 1977): 181254, concludes that there is also a clear shift in word order from early
BH to late BH.
35 For this phenomenon in English see B. M. Strang, A History of

the English Language (London: Methuen & Co., 1974): 313.

34

only a precaution, since we do not know what the major system changes
are for BH over the total range of the canonical material.36

3.0.2 Past studies of Emphasis in BH

The major cause of confusion about emphasis has been past
treatment of the nominal and verbal clauses, as well as of the pleonastic
pronoun.

The focus of the discussion concerning the nominal and

verbal clauses has been on the question of a "normal" word order.
The ardcles of Albrecht on the nominal clause continued older
studies of word order fa BH which maintained a typology which could be
labeled as 'emphasis in the initial position . .37

Ewald, for example,

although differing with Albrecht about the basic order of the Hebrew
sentence, had said that the reason for the order was that the ii.1.itial
element in the clause contains the new and more important element
which the speaker wishes to bring forward.

When it is necessary to

assign greater prominence to another sentence element, then that
element, contrary to the normal order, may be first. 38

36 Of course significant attempts to understand this development

are represented in such studies as R. Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew:
Toward An Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew Prose (Missoula:
Scholars Press, 1976) and D. A. Robertson, Linguistic Evidence in Dating
Early Hebrew Poetry (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1972). These studies pay
little attention to word order features.
37 C. Albrecht, "Die Wo:rtstellung im hebraischen Nominalsatze",

Zeitschrift fur die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft VII (1887): 218-224; VIII
(1888), 249-263.
38 H. Ewald, Ausfuhrliches Lehrbuch der hebraischen Sprache des
alten Bundes (Leipzig: Hii.-1richs, 1870): § 306a.
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Albrecht's articles had the effect of correcting a major flaw in
those approaches, including Ewald's, which studied word order without
distinguishing between the verbal and nominal clause.

Albrecht

separated them and maintained that the normative order for the nominal
clause is subject, then predicate (SP).39

An example is:

Gen. 2:12
And the gold of that land is good.

The usual explanation of the variant order PS is emphasis on P,
for example:

Psa. 119:137
Righteous art thou, Jehovah.

In common with older studies, he explains the meaning of the order in
terms of the fundamental interest which attaches to the subject of the
clause, a psychological notion.
the fundamental emphasis.

It is this center of interest that :receives

For this reason ('daher 1 ) , he says, the

regular word order for the nominal clause in all Semitic languages is
subject-predicate.40

39 Note the comment of C. Albrecht, "Die Worstellung im hebraischen
Nominalsatze," 219, fn 1, that " .. andere sogar noch Nominal- und
Verbalsatz ungesondert betrachten ... ", emphasis mine.

4o Ibid., 219.
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Albrecht lists major exceptions to this order in terms of the types
of predicates used in the clause.41

The basic reason for listing the

exceptions by type of predicate used is the above statement that what
comes fust in the clause has the fundamental interest.

Hence the

predicate comes first in the clause if it is necessary to make quite clear
('um es fur Ohr und Auge hervorzuheben' ) that it is the predicate
which is specially emphatic.
pronoun.

This is also true whenever the subject is a

In such cases it is quite natural to see the predicate fust,

Albrecht says, because the person assumed to be generally known (the
grammatical subject, a pronoun) does not excite the interest as much as
that which is said about him or her (the predicate).42
It was Albrecht's view of the basic order (subject-predicate) for
the nominal clause, that seems to have won out over other positions,
such as Ewald's. 43

The reason for the basic order, however, continues

the older explanation that importance or interest determines what occurs
in the fust position.

41 F. I. Andersen, The Hebrew Ver bless Clause in the Pentateuch
(Nashville: Abington Press, 1970), 22, complains about this feature of
Albrecht's presentation. He is certainly correct, but apparently does
not appreciate the basis in Albrecht's theory for the approach.
42 Ibid.,
emphatic. Cf.
der Chronik.:
Neukirchener

220. It does not follow from this statement, that P is not
the allegation by both A. Kropat, Die Syntax des Autors
§ 8; C. Brockelmann, Hebraische Syntax (Neukirchen:
Verlag, 1956), § 27f.

43 Cf., for example, R. J. Williams, Hebrew Syntax: An Outline
(Toronto: The University of Toronto Press, 1967): § 576; P. Jou.on,
Grammaire de l'hebreu bibligue, (Rome: Institut Bibliq ue Pontifical, 1923) :
§ 154£; D. Rudolf Meyer, Hebriiische Gramrnatik, III (Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter, 1972): § 90,1; E. Kautzsch, Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar.
Translated by A. E. Cowley (Oxfor d: Clarendon, 1910): § 1411; C.
Brockelmann, Hebr iiische Syntax: § 27a .
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This view of interest or importance as an explanation of emphasis
is continued in other works.

The Gesenius grammar, for example, says

that the principal stress falls on the subject since it is the object of
the description.

The reverse order is used when special emphasis is

laid on the predicate. 44

Brockelma nn echoes this view when he says

that the normal order may be r eversed in the nominal clause when the
predicate is the real, i.e., the psychological subject.

He says that, "the

predicate can also occur in initial position as the predominant idea."45
The 'also' implies that the subject is the predominant idea in the S-P
order.

Davidson follows this when he says, "In general the emphatic

word is placed first ... " 46
For this approach to the nominal clause the question of word
order for the basic sequence as well as for any reversal of that
sequence was a question of the function of the initial position in the
clause.

If the usual order is subject-predicate it was because the

subject was the most important element in the clause.
reversed it was for the same reason.

If the order was

The shift placed the pi::-edicate

into the initial position in order to indicate clearly that it was the
predicate that was of special interest in this case.

So, whether it was

the subject or the predicate which was in the initial position, in any
given case, it was because it was emphatic, i.e., because it was of
primary interest in the clause.

Word-order shilis did not create

44 Cf. also Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar: § 1411.
45 C. Brockelmann, Hebriiische Syntax: § 27c.
46 A. B. Davidson, Hebrew Syntax (Edinburg h : T. & T. Clark, 1902):
145.
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emphasis; they simply placed another element into the position of
emphasis.

The initial position in the sentence, in this view, was always

emphatic.
In a verbal clause the order was normally verb-subject. 47

Since

the verb was in the first position the emphasis was on the verb, i.e., on
the action.

Whenever the normal order was inverted it was to place the

subject, or some other element in the position of emphasis.

The

Gesenius Grammar, for example, asserts that the verb-subject order in a
verbal clause is due to the principal emphasis which rests on the action
(in the familiar and pervasive waw consecutive) of the subject.
Conversely, when the subject-verb order occurs it is often the case
that the subject carries special emphasis.

Their example is Gen. 3:13

(it is not I who am to bl°i1e, but)
The serpent deceived me.

47 Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar: § 142a; C. Brockelmann, Hebriiische
Syntax: § 48; R. Meyer, Hebraische Grammatik: § 91; P. Joi.ion, Grammaire
de l'hebreu bibligue: § 155k, dissents and says the order is subject-

verb, without explaining. K. Schlesinger, "Zur Wortfolge im hebraischen
Verbalsatz", Vetus Testamentum 3 (1953): 381-390, agrees with Jouon, and
defends the position that the verb is always the second element in the
verbal clause. He says that the large number of verb -noun sequences
in poetry and the asyndetic examples in direct speech are examples of
random sequences that occur L."l those two contexts. I am in agreement
with the latter, but must note that the major weakness with such an
approach is the failure to look at the functional opposition of the
various types of waw and non-waw clauses in BH.
48 Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar2: 455.

This explanation of the subjectverb order in the finite verb clause is qualified by the comment that in
the vast majority of the cases the subject precedes the verb not to
introduce a new fact but rather to describe a state. The qualification is
no doubt due to the influence of the Arabic model, according to which
any clause which begins with a substantive is a nominal clause, whether
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3.1 Critique of the Standard Typology of Emphasis

In the standard typology emphasis was clearly not a function of
word order, or even of a change ill word order.

The first position was

always the position of emphasis, no matter what the word order was.
The function of word order ill version was only to place into the normal
position of emphasis an element not usually found there.
Secondly, as implied by the first poillt, emphasis is a function of
the initial position ill the clause.49

For these older studies of word

order ill BH, the initial position was the dominant or emphasized
position.

Whatever occurred in that position was emphatic, whether the

order was the normal one or inverted.so

This assessment of BH is just

the reverse of Quirk's view of modern English which holds that normal
stress is end-stress, that is, it is on the predication at the end of the
clause ( which is often new illformation) and that the illitial position is
noqnally not stressed .51

it has a finite verb or not: § 140f.
Syntax: § 48.

Cf. C. Brockelmann, Hebraische

49 Although P. Jotion, Grammaire de l'hebreu bibligue: § 155k,

agrees with the common order on nominal clauses, he disagrees on the
verbal clause and insists on a normal order of subject-verb. At the
same time, however, he agrees with the common view that emphasis is
on the initial position.
SO

Gesenius's Hebrew Grammar: § 142f.

"But as in the noun-clause

(§ 1411) so also in the verbal-clause, a variation of the usual order of

words frequently occurs when any member of the sentence is to be
specially emphasized by priority of position."
51 Note the discussion ill ch. 3.
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An obvious problem for this typology is the presence of emphasis
in every clause.

all?

If emphasis is always present is there any emphasis at

An underlying assumption of the strategy of emphasis is that it

must be used sparingly to be of si.gnilicance when it is used.

Otherwise

we will have to say that there are at least two types of emphasis, that
which marks one element in every clause as the 'important' one, and
that which marks elements in a few clauses as being of special
importance for other reasons.
One probable reason why these older studies were unable to
perceive the function of emphasis is their limitation of emphasis to the
cla u se in whic h it is said to occur.

These studies speak of a certain

dominance and isolation of the subject, or, in the case of predicatesubj ect order, special emphasis on the predicate.

This emphasis is on

one element in the clause and not on the other, but there is no
discussion about the impact of this emphasis on the surrounding
cont ext, or of the surrounding context on this emphatic element.
This view of emphasis generally did not consider the relevance of
the context outside the clause, except perhaps in a psychological way.
Davidson, for example, says that in the verbal sentence the "idea
expressed by the verb is the emphatic element, and L'rl ordinary calm

discourse the order is predic., subj."52

As Andersen notes, the older

studies maintained that some of the exceptions to the usual order were

52 A. B. Davidson, Hebrew Syntax § 105, emphasis mine. Cf. C.
Brockelmann, Hebraische Syntax: § 122 where he speaks of the word
order for the verbal clause "in ruhiger Rede ... " H. Ewald had earlier
divided the types of word order in accordance with whether speech was
calm and unimpassioned or restless and vivacious, Ausfiihrliches
Lehrbuch der hebraischen Sprache des alten Bundes: § 306a-309.
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cases where the preposed item was the "real", i.e., psychological subject
of the clause.53

Such comments show no evidence or awareness that

emphasis within a clause relates to the nearby context, whether that
context was composed of the clause in question and its head clause, or
whether the context was the paragraph in which the clause was located.
It is, however, too much to say that past studies paid no attention
to the context.

An example from Gesenius, cited above, mentions the

contrastive use of emphasis, and Davidson, among others, speaks of
those cases where a new subject or new topic is introduced. 54

On

balance, however, there is almost no indication in the grammars or
special studies that emphasis had more than a vague psychological
function.

3.2 Conclusion

As a result of such earlier studies it will be necessary to
reconsider these issues after surveying selected modern studies.

The

major issues are the function of emphasis and its relationship to word
order changes.

To begin we will first turn to recent investigations in

two areas of linguistics.

53 F. Andersen, The Hebrew Ver bless Clause in the Pentateuch: 17.
For such a comment see C. Brockelmann, Hebraische Syntax: § 27a. S. R.
Driver is a notable exception to the standard view.
54 A. B. Davidson, Hebrew Syntax: § 105, Rem. 1.

Chapter 4

Emphasis in Linguistic Studies

4.0 Introduction

Since any discipline functions in interaction with other disciplines,
and since modern linguistics has made many significant advances in the
areas relevant to our study, we will survey a selection of the work
which pertains to emphasis and word order.

In addition, we will

consider the relevance of emotive language to our t op1c.
.

4.1 Emphasis in Interdisciplinary Studies

Two developments in recent linguistics furnish tools which help
clarify the relationship of word order and emphasis.

4.1.1 Syntactic Typology

42

43

The first area of study is syntactic typology, which investigates
the basic word order of languages .55

These studies suggest a two-fold

division of languages: those which have a verb object (VO) order, such
as . English,. and those which have an object verb order (OV), such as
Turkish or Japanese.

Other orders, such as SVO and OVS, are

variations of these two.
Once a language is classified for the word order of the basic
declarative clause then the order of many of the other· elements in the
language can, to a large degree, also be predicted.

For example, if a

language is basically VO the adjective will usually follow its head, and if
the order is OV the adjective will normally precede the head noun.
In a similar fashion, some languages have prepositions and some
have postpositions, depending on the basic order.56

Any deviations

from this depend on historical change s which may be due to either
internal or external developments.

Some languages have changed orders

within their history, and · still have remnants of earlier positions.
French, as an example, has adjectives both before and after the head
noun.

55. W. P. Lehmann, Syntactic Typology: 198-200. Also cf. T. Giv6n,

"The Drift from VSO to SVO in Biblical Hebrew: The Pragmatics of TenseAspect" in C. Li, ed., Mechanisms of Syntactic Change (Austin:
University of Texas Press, 1980): 181-254, and C. Li, ed., Word Order
and Word Order Change (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1975). For
Biblical Aramaic cf. E. M. Cook, "Word Order in the Aramaic of Daniel"
Afroasiatic Linguistics 9,3, December, 1986: 2-16.
56 In spoken English the preposition is often shifted to the end of
a clause to produce contrastive emphasis, e.g., "Who are you working
FOR?" implying a contrast with "Who are you working WITH?" This
position is clearly not a normal one and is therefore highlighted.

44

These studies indicate that each language can be classified
according to basic word order.

While this approach is still in its

infancy it seems to corroborate the view that the phenomenon of word
order in _a language is not random, but predictable - it operates in
accordance with general rules.

The normal (high frequency) order is

neutral and, as long as this order remains functional, any positional
shifts are due to linguistic marking.57

4.1.2 The Prague School: Topic and Word Order

The second development is a formulation of the Prague School of
linguistics, which has helped clarify the relationship of word order to
emphasis by developing the notion of a focus of information in clauses
or sentences.

According to Hajicova and Sgall the importance of the

dichotomy of topic and focus for the system of language and for the
process of communication has been known since Weil (1844).

In fact,

this discussion is also a further development of a traditional topic going
back to medieval times, the notion of a logical subject/predicate, as
opposed to the grammatical subject/predicate.58

The contribution of the

57 . W. Lehmann, Syntactic Tyoology: 173, where he notes that
constituents in verbal clauses "may be highlighted through various
grammatical processes ... " He notes, for example, that marking (a shift in
focus) may be used for singling out various constituents, by change of
word order or by intonation. The phenomenon of marking will be
discussed fully below.
58

. P. H. Matthews, Syntax (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press:
1981): 96-120.

45

Prague School to the ongoing discussion was to formulate a linguistic
account of the dichotomy of topic -and focus. 59

4.1.2.1

Exposition of the Dichotomy: Topic and Focus

The dichotomy has as its starting point a distinction between
theme and rheme, or topic and comment.60

The theme, or topic is the

communicative point of departure and the rheme/comment is that part of
the clause which contallls new information. In the two clauses:

1) John hit the ball.
2) Then he ran to first base.

Clause 1) furnishes the context for clause 2).

In clause 2) 'he' is the

communicative point of departure (continues preceding subject 'John')
and 'ran to first base' is the comment which is the new information.
Because of the importance of this approach for this study it is
necessary to give a clear exposition of the various terms.

To begin

with, the topic of a clause is that item or element about which some

59 . E. Hajicova, P. Sgall,"Topic and Focus of a Sentence and the
Patterning of a Text" in Text and Discourse Constitution: Empirical
Aspects, Theoretical Approaches, edited by J. Petofi. (New York: Walter
de Gruyter, 1988): 70-96.
60 R. Quirk, S. Greenbaum, G. Leech, :J. Svar.tvik, A Comprehensive
Grammar of the English Language (New York: Longman, 1985): 1362, notes
that "In contrast to 'given' and 'new', which are contextually established
and to that extent 'extralinguistic', 'theme' and 'focus' are linguistically
defined, in terms of position and prosody, respectively." This volume
hereafter referred to as R. Quirk, etc.
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comment or predication is made.
of the clause.

It is often, but not always the subject

The term may refer as well to a larger unit of discourse

because it is that element which unifies a string of text; it is the
ongoing theme of the discourse.
Since the topic in any given string of discourse continues
throughout the unit, it is old information, at least after its first
mention.

Obviously, the first time a new topic is introduced, it is new

information.

Afterwards it is old and assumed information which is

generally carried on by the subject (often a pronoun) of each
successive clause.
The rheme in each clause is normally new information, a new
comment or predication concerning the ongoing theme.

It is here, in

this element, where new facts or descriptions of the theme occur.
In English it is the rheme, or comment, which receives stress, or
accent, in the clause.

Quirk calls this information unit the tone unit

and stresses the coextensiveness of the tone unit and the [new]
information · unit.61
The term 'focus' applies to this tone unit which contains new
information.

Gibbon defines focus as 'the position of an accent relative

to a semantically interpreted syntactic constituent.' 62
locates new information by stressing it.

The focus, then,

Because this stress- information

unit normally occurs at the end of the clause Quirk calls this feature of

61 R. Quirk, A Comprehensive Enqlish Grammar: 1356. He notes that
this focus of Lr1formation is most often a tone unit associated with new
information.

62 D. Gibbon, "Intonation and Discourse" in Text and Discourse
Constitution: Empirical Aspects, Theoretical Approaches: 19.
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English the principle of end-focus.63

To illustrate the principle Quirk

supposes a context made up of the question:

1) When shall we know what Mary is going to do?

He suggests a reply:

In the reply 'She' is the theme, is uttered without emphasis, and
takes up the expected subject from the question.
'ne1.t week' which receives the stress.

It is the element-

This analysis recognizes a

sequentially increasing prominence with the subject conveying the least
information.65

The new information, normally at the end of the clause,

is the focus of the message.
In summary, the normal stress in a clause is coextensive with the
new . information unit, which normally occurs at the end, or near the
end, of the clause.

It is important to realize that this stress is what

normally or usually occurs, i.e., it is the normally expected stress.

63 R. Quirk Comprehensive English Grammar: 1357.

64 All the examples besides the one from T. Giv6n are from Quirk.
65 J. Lyons, Semantics II (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press:
1977): 507, notes that this is in accordance with the findings of
communication engineering that the more predictable a message is the
less information it contains. His comment is, "As we saw earlier, signalinformation is inversely correlated with semantic information;" Cf. his
discussion in Semantics I: 32-50.
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Normal stress focuses new information within the clause; it does not
focus the old information, the continuing subject.

4.1.2.2 Marked Focus: Emphasis

In the sentence:

1) I am painting my bathroom blue.

the accent is on the word 'blue', a normal end-focus.

In the following

sentence, however, the intonation shifts from its normal end-position to
an earlier position:

2) I am painting my living room blue.

If used after the preceding sentence this shift in intonation highlights
or 'marks' the element 'living room,' effectively bringing it into contrast
with 'bath room.'

Such a shift from a usual position to an unusual one

is called linguistic 'marking. 166
produced by a shift in accent.

In this case there is a shift in focus
The information, in this case, is

66 In M. O'Connor, Hebrew Verse Structure (Winona Lake:

Eisenbrauns, 1980)': 78-80,306,7.

O'Connor notes two uses of the term

focus marker: the operation of a movement rule which fronts a focused

subject in a clause, or, the positioning of an element before a clause in
which it does not appear as an argument. In his work he argues only
for the second, since he does not make any claims for Hebrew word
order. In B. Waltke - M. O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew
Syntax: § 4.7b, 8.4.lb the word focus apparently includes both the
movement rule and displacement/replacement. The reason for the
inference is the claim in this latter work that Hebrew verbal clauses are
normally VS.
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accentuated in order to 'mark' it, i.e., to highlight it a s unusual for
some reason. 67

The reason in this example is contrastive.

In t his

context the accent shilis from the end to 'living room' in order to
contrast 'living room' with the term 'bathroom' in the preceding
sentence.
In this study the word 'normal' applied to word order or
intonation refers to the most frequent word order or to the most
frequently used position for accented str-ess.68

Any element which

occurs in the · usual position is termed 'unmarked,' and, likewise, an
element which is stressed or occurs in an unusual position is 'marked.'
In the preceding sentences the element 'blue' is unmarked and the
element 'bathroom' is marked.
The previous examples indicate marking is a function of unusual
stress, i.e., where the stress occurs i.11 an unusual position.

In the

following sentence the marking is a function of a shift in word order,
r epositioning an element from the place it usually occurs to an unusual
position. Whereas it was the stress that moved in the preceding example
it is the words themselves which move in this example.

In the following

two clauses the first sentence supplies the context for the second:

67 Cf. the discussion of syntactic marking in J. Lyons, Introduction
to Theoretical Linguistics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968:
§ 8.1.2 (p. 336).

68 For BH, of course, there can be no implication that 'most
frequent' is typical of the language as a whole. Since we have only a
small written r emnant of the language, inclu ding the Hebrew Bible and
various inscriptions, ' most fre quent' for this stud y only refers to the
textual corp u s used for statistics, i.e., Gen. 12-25 and Dt. 1-11, 29-31.
For this reason, the on ly proof that the statistics are meani.i."lgful for
our corpus is the contextual demonstration that certain discourse
functions occur when ever there is emphas is .
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1) I am painting my kitchen blue.
2) But my living room I am painting white.

The element 'living room' is shifted from its normal end-position after
the verb to the front of the clause.

The 'fronting' of an element in

such a way produces contrast with the element 'kitchen' in the first
clause.69

This is another example of marked focus.

marking is a function of a shift in word order.

In this case the

The word 'white' in the

second clause is stressed because of its semantic contrast with 'blue',
but the word 'living room' is in grammatical marked focus, i.e., the
phrase is moved before the participle from its normal position after the
participle.

The reason for the displacement is contrast.

Such examples of marking for shifts in stress as well as shifts in
word order show how English uses phonological (stress or accent) and
syntactic (change of relative position) marking to highlight a sentence
element.

The examples given indicate a function of this increased

prominence.

In both cases the marking functions contrastively.

This

shows that marked focus has a clear discourse function which can be
demonstrated from the context.

The special prominence produced by the

marking is the first clue to this discourse f unction.

An examination of

the context shows the reason for the highlighting.
This exposition of marking in English suggests an important
methodological conclusion.

The prominence caused by marking is not the

same as normal prominence or stress.
functions differently.

It is by definition unusual and

A change in focus functions differently than

69 See chapter on Fronting for discussion and definition.
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normal focus.

There are two kinds of focus, . normal and marked.

The

normal focus usually, but not always, indicates new information, whereas
marked focus, which is indicated by a shift in word order, has other
functions, such as contrast.

For this reason we should use the word

'emphasis' only for marked focus.

Emphasis is not normal stress; it is

unusual highlighting or prominence which puts a special focus on some
sentential element to point to a function which normal focus does not
perform.

In this study we will u se the word 'emphasis' only for marked

focus.

4.2 Functions of Grammatical Marked Focus in English

In this section we will consider the different discourse functions
of marked focus as products of grammar.

In English there are several

discourse functions of grammatical emphasis.

4.2.1 Change/Resumption of Topic

Once a topic is introduced in a context, or can be assumed by
both speaker and hearer (writer/audience), further references to it can
be carried by pronouns.

When, however other topics or subjects

intervene, it is necessary to reintroduce the topic.

Giv6n gives a useful

illustration in which he contrasts the suitability of using a simple
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pronoun to reintroduce the topic with what he calls 'topic-shifting' .70
The examples are:

Context: Once there was a wizard
Pronoun continuance:
Topic Shift:

He lived in Africa.
Now the wizard, he lived in
Africa.

In this example the pronoun is the acceptable way to continue the
topic and the topic shifting device is odd because unnecessary, since
the topic has just been established in the preceding sentence.

The next

example, however, is different:

Context: Once there was a wizard. He was very wise,
rich, and was married to a beautiful
witch. They had two sons. The first was
tall and brooding, and spent his days in
the forest hunting snails. His mother
was afraid of him. The second was
short and vivacious, a bit crazy but
al ways game.
Pronoun continuance:
Topic shifting:

He lived in Africa.
Now the wizard, he lived in
Africa.

The second example shows that topic-shifting may be necessary to
resume the topic after a context in which other persons are introduced.
The use of a pronoun to continue the initial topic is confusing and

?0 T . G'1v6n, "T op1.c,
.
Pronoun, an d Grammatical Agreement" in Subject

and Topic, edited by C. Li (New York: Academic Press, 1976): 153.
examples are his.

The
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ambiguous.

Giv6n's example fronts the adverb 'now' and reintroduces

the title of the subject, and then repeats the pronoun 'he.'
The next example uses the device of fronting to introduce a new
topic.

Fronting is one type of grammatical marked focus produced by

shifting a sentence element to the front of the sentence to highlight it.
Putting this particular sentence element at the front of the sentence
would be otherwise unusual, i.e., it is not frequently found there.
In this case the fronting arranges the clause order in such a way
as to provide linkage with what has preceded (the theme) and also
ensure that end-focus falls on the most important part of the message:

To this list may be added ten further items of importance.

These examples show one function of marked focus - fronting to
resume or begin a topic.

Such topic-shifting can be as simple as

reintroducing the topic in order to make an assertion about the topic
which was forgotten or overlooked in the first description.

Another

reason for topic resumption may be the reintroduction of a topic that
was mentioned earlier but not discussed.

This type of reintroduction

causes introductory phrases as "Now as for X ( whom we have already
mentioned but not yet discussed), such and such is the case."

4.2.2 Parallelism
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Quirk lists another function of fronting which is frequently
employed to point to a parallelism between two parts of a clause or
between two related but contrasting parts of neighboring clauses:71

His face not many admired, while his character still fewer
praised.
Traitor he has become and traitor we shall call him.
In London I was born and in London I shall die.

All three examples front similai:- terms in order to make parallel oi:complementary statement about them.

Two of the examples front direct

objects and the third a pi:-epositional phrase which is normally found at
sentence end .

4.2.3 Contrast

From previous examples it is clear that the fronting of an element
or the marked intonation of an element in an initial position in a clause
can create contrast.

In the three following examples, the first is an

example of marked intonation in the initial position, and the second and

71 R. Quirk, Comprehensive English Grammar: 1378.
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third are examples of the fronting of an element in the initial position
which is not normally found there:

1. Ronald made the hamburgers but Sally made the salad.

2. Mr. Jones, "you are next."

"Wilson is the name!"

3. I am painting my living room blue,

but my kitchen I am painting white.

The contrast in each case is produced by marked focus.

An

element of the sentence is emphasized or highlighted in an unusual way.
In addition to this unusual focus there is another element in the
interclausal environment which sets up the context of the contrast.
This context in some way poses the alternative or set of alternatives
with which the element in marked focus is in contrast.72
The alternative may occur in one of two ways, a) in a situation
external to the text, speech or conversation, but known to both
speaker/hearer (an external context), b) in the general context, i.e., in
the immediately surrounding text, or, in the sentence itself.
If the alternative belongs to an external context the hearer/reader
must know the referenced situation or he will not understand the
contrast in view.

If the reader, however, does not recognize the

situation which is referenced by the contrast, he has no way of knowing
how the marked focus functions.

Then the marked focus has no item of

contrast for the hearer and he is unsure of its function.

This is

72 W. L. Chafe, "Givenness, Contrastiveness, Definiteness, Subjects
and Topics" ii.-1 Subject and Topic: 33-35. Also, Quirk: Comprehensive
English Grammar: 1365.
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exactly the case when a r-eader sees what appears to be marked focus in
a text and can not find an item of contrast in the context.

In such

cases an onlooker who has no access to the external context can not
know what the discourse function of emphasis is.
If the contrasted item is in the internal context, either in the
immediately surrounding text or in the sentence, the reader /hearer will
be able to understand the contrast if the writer/speaker is clear in his
reference.

An internal contrast depends on actual textual material,

either in the immediate or surrounding context.

The contrast must be

stated in terms of the text and not be a mere logical inference from
individual statements in the text, i.e., the contrast must be textual, not
logical.

Consider this example:

I am painting my living room,

but my kitchen I am papering.

In this example the word 'kitchen' in the second clause is a direct
object shifted to the front of the clause for highlighting.
for the highlighting is the previous clause.

The reason

'Kitchen' contrasts with

'living room' and 'I am painting' contrasts with 'I am papering.'
an example of a textual contrast.

This is

The highlighted elements in the

second clause contrast with the textual elements in the first clause.
A

logical contrast would be an inference drawn from either of the

two clauses in the example.

For example:

I am painting my living room
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would contrast with 'I am not papering my living room' or any other
possible activity involves improving the looks of the living room and
contrasts in some way with the act of painting.
of statements about color.

The same thLn.g is true

For example:

Joan was wearing a blue hat, and her dress was
made of that sleek new shiny material which just
came out in the stores this fall.

If the intent of this description :is to describe the clothing of Joan it

may very well be true to state that 'Joan was not wearing a
red/green/white hat' but it :is not a point the writer chose to place into
contrast with the description.

Any number of logical inferences may be

made about a statement in any text which the author has, nevertheless
not chosen to consider.

Such possible logical inferences are not textual

or literary and therefore are not part of the poirlt of a text.

For this

reason, we will not consider possible logical contrast it is not also part
of the textual material of a context.

4.3 The Problem of Emotive Language

In addition to phonological and grammatical methods of focusing it
is possible to use lexical means.

This approach functions by using

words in such a way as to create marked focus.

In English such

highlighting can be produced by repetition of words, by emphatic
adverbs or by emotive vocabulary.
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Because the emotive use of words is part of the current problem
with the term 'emphasis' it is necessary to clarify this type of lexical
focus.

In linguistics, the philosop h y of language and literature the term

emotive is often used to describe a kind of emphasis t hat is said not to
convey cognitive information so much as some kind of emotion.
There are various purposes for using language.

Some statements

may convey information, and others may i.r1dicate the emotional state of
the s p eaker.

Another emotive possibility is the use of a statement to

evoke feelings in a hearer.

These functions are not mutually exclusive;

rather, the cognitive and emotive aspects of language are :L.'lterwoven.73
We cannot isolate the purely emotive and the purely cognitive.74 When
we use these terms we are only emphasizing different ways in which
utterances work.
Some utterances specialize in e}tpressing or evoking feelings,
wher-eas other-s specialize in conveying information.

Both aspects,

however, are generally present and effective together.

For example, if a

mother scolds her young child with the expression:

You're a bad boy!

73 M. Black, The Labyrinth of Language (London: Frederick A.
Praeger, 1968): 104,105.
74 R. Quirk, Comprehensive English Grammar: 1414-1416, uses the
term 'purely' emotive.
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her primary intention may be to evoke a sense of shame in her son.

An

analysis of the situation shows that the expression does this in two
ways, by:
a) conveying information to the boy.

The success of her intention

to convey shame depends in part on the meaning of the clause and that
he so understands it;
b) conveying her emotion to her son.

He would see her facial

expression, hear her tone of voice and use of stress, and see her point
her finger at him.
When the situation is as described the boy probably senses shame,
which was the mother's goal in uttering the expression.

This shows

that an expression which specializes in emotion, will, of course, refer to
the emotion of the speaker, convey information to the hearer, and have
some emotional impact on the hearer.
It is a matter of interpretation which of these aspects is primary
in a given act.

Understanding that intention depends on the situational

context, i.e., the acts external to the speech act described a bove: the
boy's knowledge of his mother's character and attitudes, his memory of
similar past events, his perception of her facial expression and the tone
of her voice.

In speech the hearer can depend on such signals in the

situational context to help him with an inter-pretation of an utterance,
but in a written text a r-eader is dependent on written description.
A wr-iter may give details about character-, tone of voice, describe
the mood of the characters, etc.

This description allows the reader to

accurately assess the meaning and intent of a statement.
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There are other kinds of emotive language as well, particularly
the use of words that themselves have strong emotive coloring.

Black

uses the example of approximate synonyms, roughly agreeing in
reference, but diliering substantially in their emotive powers.

He gives

the following example:

1.

2.

a.

I am firm.

b.

You are stubborn.

c.

He is pig-headed.

a.

Animals sweat.

b.

Men perspire.

c.

Women glow.75

As a matter of communication such use of words may or may not
be intended to cause such feelings in others; they may simply_ express
the feelings of the utterer, or, they may be intended to insult, anger,
etc.

In the case of le and 2c above these words are generally marked

as emotive by their meaning, not by their position or intonation.
Although such use of language is ordinarily lexical it is certainly
possible that other means, such as intonation and word-order shifts may

75 . M. Black, Labyrinth of Language: 105. His comment on the
importance of emotive language is worth heeding: "Practical men are
well aware of the capacities of what Bentham called 'passion-kindling
epithets' ... Yet the emotive powers of words, if potentially mischievous,
also have their beneficent aspects. To reduce speech to neutrality, if
that were a realistic goal, would result in the utter destruction of
poetry and literature." We might add ... "not to mention useful
communication in speech or writing of all kinds!"
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accomplish the same ends.

If that is true for BH, however, it must be

said again that only contextual analysis can establish that fact.

4.4 Concluding Comments

We have considered three devices in English which signal
emphasis.

They are lexical (various emphasizing words, including

meanings which specialize in evoking certa:in emotions), positional
(word-order shifts), and suprasegmental (intonation/stress).

Each of the

devices indicates a shift from neutral (unmarked) to marked focus or
theme.

In general it is possible to demonstrate these aspects of

emphasis whenever they are lexical or grammatical, but this is
practically impossible when they are produced by intonation.

For the

lexical aspect or the grammatical aspect it is imperative that we perform
a contextual analysis to see if we can exegetically demonstrate the type
of emphasis in question.
In summary, it is important to note that we can establish emphasis
in English either phonologically, by intonation, grammatically by fronting
and cleft sentences, and ley.ically, by emphatic adverbs, repetition of
vocabulary, and emotive words.

In BH, however, we can establish such

focus only by grammatical and lexical means, if such means exist; we
have no access to the phonological means of producing marked focus.
Since grammatical and lexical means of producing marked focus are
related directly to written context, the demonstration of emphasis in a
written text is possible only by arguments from that context.
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For this reason any examination of the corpus will have to
demonstrate both marked focus and the contextual elements which
combine with that focus to produce the functions which these
combinations create .

Linguistic studies in English point to t hree clear

possibilities for this approach: contrast, initiation or resumption of topic,
and lexical emphasis.

These are only suggestions, however, since we

can not know how marked focus, or 'emphasis' functions until we
carefully exarnine the corpus in BH.
Before we examine t he corpus we will first review a selected list
of current studies related to emphasis in BH, and then suggest a fuller
definition of emphasis based on our discussion of these studies and the
input of insights from modern linguistics.

Chapter 5

Emphasis in Bihlical Hebrew
A Review of Selected Studies

5.0 Introduction

Before we can attempt to apply the findings of modern linguistics
in English to the study of emphasis in the corpus it is necessary to

consider more recent studies of this subject in BH.

Newer studies of BH

have gone beyond the older standard typology, raising the discussion
about emphasis to higher levels.

It is in part because of their advances

that we may be able to apply the above discussion of English and its
use of marking devices to reconsider the question of emphasis in BH.76
Since the approach of each of the scholars reviewed is dmerent
we will examine each one in turn.

The scholars in question are

76 The term 'marking device' is a temporary expedient until we can
discuss the term 'marked focus' below. We are referring to the devices
in English and other languages which rhetorically highlight a sentence
element in order to produce some discourse function.
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Andersen, Hoftij zer, Muraoka, and Walkte-O'Connor.77

The list is not

complete, but is typical.

5.1 Andersen on Emphasis

5.1.1 Description of Andersen's View of Emphasis

In his study of the nominal clause, Andersen parts company with
Albrecht and other proponents of the standard view of emphasis and
word order .78

He says that the basic differences in word order for the

nominal clause represent external functions rather than emphasis.
There are three basic functions which the two word order
patterns represent.

The subject-predicate (S-P) order indicates a

'clause of identification' while the predicate-subject (P-S) order points
to a 'clause of classification.'

A third function, the circumstantial

clause, also has the subject-predicate order and may contain, on a
semantic level, clauses which identify or classify.
In the clause of classification (P-S), where the predicate is
i..1").definite, there is a partial semantic overlap bE=;tween S and P, i.e., the

77 The works are, in order, F. I. Andersen, The Hebrew Ver bless
Clause in the Pentateuch (Nashville: The Abingdon Press, 1970), and his
The Sentence in Biblical Hebr ew (The Hague: Mouton, 1974). J. Hoftijzer,
"The Nominal Clause Reconsidered" Vetus Testamentu m, xxili (1973):
446-510 (hereafter J. Hoftijzer, "Review"), T. Muraoka, Emphatic Words
and Structures i..11 Biblical Hebr-ew (Jer-usalem: The Magnes Pr-ess, 1985),
a n d B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, An Intr-oduction to Biblical Hebr e w
Syntax (Winona Lake: Eisenbr-aun s, 1990).
78 F . I. Andersen, Hebre w Ver ble s s Clause : 18.
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predicate refers to the general class of which the subject is a member.
An example is Lev. 13:36:

He is clean.

In the clause of identification (S-P), where the predicate is

definite there is complete semantic overlap, i.e., the predicate supplies
the identity of the subject.

An example, from Ex 6:2, is:

I am Yahweh.

An apparent exception to the order P-S for a clause of
classification is the S-P order where the P is indefinite.

Andersen

notes that such clauses are coordinated circumstantial clauses, the
normal order for such a clause.

An example he cites is Gen 2:12:

The gold of that land was good.

This circumstantial clause always has the subject-predicate order, and
can contain, from a semantic perspective, either clauses of identification
or clauses of classification.

This means that whenever a circumstantial
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clause is called for this requirement overrides any other order.

It has

a special function in discourse.
Andersen will not allow the use of the term emphasis to explain
exceptions to any supposed normal order S-P for nominal clauses.

For

him any clause order in the nominal clause indicates some clause
The use of the term emphasis has no empirical status.79

function.

Even he allows emphasis on very rare occasions.

For example,

when speaking of the inversion in Gen 17:15 from P-S to S-P, he says
that it secures contrastive focus on the name itself:

~l'l~ i"'liet '~
T

:

T

T

.. but her name is Sarah.80

Another case is 2 Kgs 1:8, although he does not mention what kind
of emphasis he has in mind.

It's Elijah the Tishbite.

The name 'Elijah' is the predicate in this sentence.
the new information in a clause is the predicate.81

Andersen notes that
This means that the

clause is P-S, and that the order is the reverse of the normally

79 Ibid., 18.
80 Ibid., 41.

81 Ibid., 21.
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expected S-P.

This fact poses the problem for Andersen.

Because the

order is the reverse of what is expected and since he can identify the
predicate in the clause, it is clear that this is an unusual clause of
identification.

It is not a circumstantial clause.

the notion of emphasis.

This could only leave

Andersen, however, does not say what this

indicates.
In this context the answer to the king's request for a description
of the man certifies what he alr eady suspects, therefore he is able to
identify the man.

Before this he did not know; now he is sure.

The

king certainly had a limited number of candidates in mind, and when the
messenger descr i bed him, the king was sure.

The verse in question,

then, gives us Ahab's identification out of a limited number of possible
candidates.

If this reconstruction of the context -- whic h is less than

certain - - is accurate the word order indicates c ontrastive focus; t he
king identifies Elijah out of a set of possible prophetic candidates.
Whereas a normal identification does not presuppose a set of alternatives
this one does and is, by definition, contrastive.
This survey of Andersen's view of t he nominal clause indicates
that for him the two basic word orders can not be divided into
normal/ emp hatic.
function .'

Each order specifies what he calls 'an e~ternal

By and large emphasis has no empirical status.

Although he does not allow for word order inversion in the
nominal clause to indicate emphasis, Andersen has quite a bit to say
about contrast in his study of the Hebrew sentence.82

The notion of

82 F. I. Andersen, The Sentence in Biblical Hebrew: esp. in the
chapter on Contrastive Sentences and Adjunctive Clauses .
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contrast occurs in two types of sentences, the contrastive and the
antithetical.

In each case there is a lead clause followed by either a

contrastive or an antithetical clause.
In the chapter on Contrastive Sentences he describes the pairing
of disjunctive clauses to secure a mild contrast:

The participants in two parallel but in some ways
different activities are brought into prominence
by realizing them as grammatically similar items
in preverbal positions. A common way of doing
this is to refer to the two participants by means
of explicit pronoun subjects.
Andersen gives an example from Gen 3:15.

tt>tti i~~ui~ M~il
~?. ~ ~;)~,l?i l;i il1'~!
He will wound your head,
and you will wound his heel.
According to Andersen the identical verbs point to similarity, while
'head' versus 'heel' point to a contrast.
is brought into prominence.

Neither of these pairs, he says,

The contrast is between the focal pronouns

'he' and 'you.'
In this chapter he details some 39 examples of contrastive pairs
and notes that it is not the pattern in the individual clause alone that
deterrnfaes the function of the whole.

Rather, it the "total pattern of

the two clauses together that determines the total effect in the resultant
sentence as a single construction. 1183
83 Ibid., 150.

He analyzes the contrast in
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these clauses as a result of grammatical focus, i.e., "the sentence is
marked for contrast in that both clauses have features which are
unusual from the grammatical point of view, whereas the clauses in the
neutral (unmarked) conjunctive sentence are more ordinary."84
For Andersen, then, contrast in the verbal clause is a function of
interclausal relationships and special grammatical marking.

Otherwise,

there is no difference between these pairs of clauses and other pairings
which are not so marked.85
These contrastive sentences express only mild contrast because
they do not involve explicit negation of one proposition with another.
Rather, the contrast amounts to differences between two otherwise
similar persons, facts, or situations.
It is important to note that, for Andersen, the mild contrast here
is not based on semantic contrast, i.e., the contrast set up by the
contrasting meaning of a pair of words (lexical contrast).

It is

grammatical focus that produces the contrast in these pairs of clauses.
Another type of sentence which expresses contrast is the
antithetical sentence.

Although this sentence is made up of a pair of

clauses with the same formal structure as the above sentences in
Andersen's categories of contrast, it is, again, the total sentence
structure, the semantic content and sequence patterns, which realize the
distinctive syntax of the antithetical sentence.86

84 Ibid., 150.

85 Cf. the chapter "Conjunctive Sentences" in F. I. Andersen,
Hebrew Sentence: 97-118.
86 Ibid., 179,180.
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Specifically, the antithesis is created when one of the two clauses
expressly contradicts the other.

;rn,,-,~ ;,~7

~~

An example is Ex 24:2:

f?im

,ttil' N·a, r:ini
;~t ~a,,,
1:11.m,
T •

•

.e,
"

-: -

:

T

1" :

And Moses alone will draw near to Yahweh,
but they will not draw near,
and the people will not go up with him.

Andersen notes, "The item to which the antithesis applies is placed in
the focal position before N'';,, even if this requires an explicit and
redundant subject pronoun."87

This indicates that the contrast is not

simply between the two propositions, i.e., "Moses will go" and "they will
not go" but between Moses and 'they.'
This antithetical contrast is a consequence of grammatical focus.
The item of contrast is placed in the initial focal position even if this
requires a redundant (pleonastic) pronoun.

In addition to the two-

clause construction it is possible to realize an antithetical relationship
between the clause and its general context.

[... ;'~~Q~

An example is Gen 17:21:

,~~~~7,]

p~~--r,~ C"j?~ '~'~"Tl~~
As for Ishmael, I have heard you ...
But I will establish my covenant with Isaac.
His translation 'But' indicates that the Lord will not

87 Ibid. , 181.
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establish his covenant with Ishmael.

This rendering is based on

Andersen's inference, or reading from the context, that the assertion of
Gen 17:21 poses a contrast with the immediately preceding context.

The

Lord is going to do several things for Ishmael because he is the seed of
Abraham.

One thing he is not going to do, however, is establish his

covenant with him.

Andersen notes that such a 'marginal' antithesis

usually leaves the negation implicit.
For Andersen, then, there are two types of contrast, a mild
contrast and an antithetical contrast.
contrast involves grammatical focus.

The method of producing this
Andersen notes, for example, that

"the contrastive sentence is marked for contrast Lri that both clauses
have features which are unusual from the grammatical point of view.n88
There is a further point about Andersen's perspective that is
necessary to understand.

In both chapters here reviewed he comments

that in clauses with the suffixed verb (yaqtul) and the command forms
(imperative, jussive, cohortative) the verbs are usually clause initial,
whereas in clauses with the prefixed verb ( qatal) and the participle the
verb is rarely clause initial.

For this reason, he concludes, a preverbal

position in a clause with a prefixed verb (yagtu1) or a participle is less
likely to be contrastive.

In addition, whether such a clause is antithetic

or not is determined more by semantic considerations alone.

5.1.2 Critique of Andersen

88 Ibid., 150.
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There is no clear evidence in the corpus that Andersen is wrong
about the function of word order in the nominal clause.

What is clear is

that, in principle, he allows no place for marked grammatical focus in
simple nominal clauses, i.e., excepting the class he calls discontinuous.
If there was ever any marked focus in the simple nominal clause in BH
it was phonological and we have no access to such information.
Andersen faults Albrecht for using the same structure for two
different reasons, once explaining a P-S sequence as emphatic and a
second time because S is a pronoun.89

Though the criticism may be

legitimate in this case it is not always so.

For Andersen the P-S

sequence indicates a clause of classification, but, when, for discourse
reasons, a circumstantial clause (order S-P) is required, this fact
overrides the usual order of the clause of classification and makes it Sp.

Then it is possible to ascertain the kind of class by a semantic

analysis, i.e., if the predicate in the circumstantial clause "refers to the
general class of which the subject is a member."90

The genuine

advance in Andersen's critique is his clear introduction of wider
discourse, i.e., the notion of context and its influence on the individual
clause.
In the chapter on the cleft sentence we will suggest that the cleft
construction supplies just such marked grammatical focus for the
norninal clause.

89 Ibid., 24.
9o Ibid., 32.

If Andersen had seen that his 'adjunctive clause'
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(verbal casus pendens) can f unction to mark cont rastive focus he might
have noted this feature .91
As for the verbal clause, it is necessary to point out that
Andersen does not use t he word 'emphasis' to denote contrast or
contrastive focus, etc.

He does, however, speak of marking and mark ed

focus by noting unusual p r ominence, or those elements that, from a
grammatical standpoint, are in unusual positions.
identifies as 'marked for contrast.' 92

This procedure he

This observation is important

because we are using the term 'emphasis' in this study as equivalent to
marked focus.
Perhaps the most significant feature of Andersen's approach to
marked focus for highlighting contrast and antithesis is his insistence
on the relationship of the focused item and the interclausal context.

In

a contrastive sentence (two clauses) it is not the pattern in just the
contrastive clause alone that determines the grammatical function of that
clause, but the total pattern of the two clauses together.

Both clauses

have features which are unusual from the grammatical point of view,
whereas clauses in the neutral (unmarked) conjunctive clause are more
ordinary.
In the above example from Gen 3:15 he says that the identical
verbs point to similarity, while 'head' and 'heel' point to a contrast.

91 Ibid., 92-94.
92 Ibid., 150. Also compare the comment about the optimum

realization of the antithetical clause by placing the antithetical element
in the focal position before ~? : 181 .
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But, he says, neither of these pairs is brought into prominence; rather,
the contrast is between 'he' and 'you' in preverbal position.
This verse gives an example of the interclausal relationship of the
words in focal position, both of which, according to Andersen, are
grammatically unusual.

As valuable as this point is, it is just here that

the problem with Andersen's perspective lies.

It was noted above that

Andersen thinks the preverbal position in a clause with a prefixed verb
is less likely to be contrastive.

For Andersen this means that the

preverbal position in a clause with a suffixed verb may be contrastive
but the same position in clauses with a prefixed verb is probably not
marked.
Such an assertion raises a question concerning Andersen's view of
word order.

Since Andersen does not stipulate what kind of clauses he

has in mind it is necessary to analyze his position.
There are only three possibilities, the wa w consecutive clause, the
disjunctive clause (waw + non-verb), and the asyndetic clause.

It is

obvious that Andersen can not be speaking about the first, since, by
definition both the past and future narrative tenses have the verb in
initial position.

Nor can he be speaking about disjunctive clauses,

which by definition are waw + non-verb + other elements.
therefore intend the asyndetic clauses.

He must

We will look, then, at the

relative frequencies of various elements in asyndetic clauses.
As for the pattern of frequencies when an asyndetic clause has
either a qatal and yaqtul verbs the verb is clause initial 39 percent of
the time L1'1 clauses with the yaqtul verb, and 28 percent of the time in
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those clauses which contain a qatal verb.

For the statistical corpus this

is just the reverse of Andersen's view.93

Whenever objects are found in the clause other elements are
clause initial 82 percent of the time, which probably indicates that initial
objects are marked.

Adverbials, including prepositional phrases, are

clause initial in asyndetic clauses about 34% of those times they are
present in the clause.

This percentage for adverbials advises more

caution, since non-adverbials are clause initial about 66 percent of the
time and adverbials 34 percent.

Again, only a careful contextual

examination can resolve such matters.

There is no basis, however, fro m

the statistics for Andersen to deny the possibility of contrast whenever
adverbials or other margins are clause initial in yaqtul clauses.

The

data allow for marJdng of clause initial preverbal elements in both qatal
and yaqtul asyndetic clauses.
In addition, whether the verb is clause initial is not as important
or significant for such frequencies as the percentage of times a certain
element is clause initial compared to the total number of times it is
found in such clauses, i.e., if a clause contains an object the significant
fact is the relative percentage of times it is clause initial.

If there are

one hundred clauses containing an object and it is clause initial ten
percent of the time it is this relationship that it important, not just
whether the verb is clause initial a high percentage of the time in such
clauses.

There is no evidence that non-verbs replace verbs when they

are in clause initial position.

93 See the chapter on Word Order for these statistics.
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Another problem for Andersen is found in his discussion of the
contrastive sentence.

Most of his examples are pairs of clauses whose

lead clause is asyndetic (30/39 occurrences).
pair is disjunctive.

The second clause in the

The problem is that for the asyndetic clause the

relative order subject-verb (S-V) versus verb-subject is not marked.
In declarative main clauses in the corpus, for example, the percentages
of S- V and V-S are 42% and 58% respectively.

As noted in the chapter

on word order this hardly indicates a normative order in relation to the
position o~ the verb and subject.
Because of the statistics of order in the asyndetic clause we can
not conclude that preverbal focus automatically marks clause initial
elements, either in qatal or yaqtul clauses.

The statistics indicate that

the relative order of subject and verb is not marked, and that the
clause initial object is probably marked.

Whether we consider the

clause initial adverbial as marked or not depends on further analysis of
the contexts in which such clauses occur.

We can conclude that

statistically the presence of marked focus depends on what element is
prefixed, not simply on the presence of a prefixed element.
For Andersen' s illustration from Gen 3:15 this means that the
preverbal location of the two independent pronouns is not unusual.
What is unusual about this is the fact that the pronouns are pleonastic
and therefore unnecessary from a syntactic standpoint.

It is the

syntactic redundance and not the position that indicates marked focus.
This still leaves the question whether the pronouns are in
contrast.

We will show in the chapter on fronting that there are

numerous examples of pairs of clauses in which such items in parallel
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are not at all contrastive.

They are in parallel and are pointedly

brought alongside each other for some type of comparison or inclusion
of a set of items, persons or notions which are in some way
complementary.

1)

1:J~~

Note the following examples:

,tt?~-,~ n~

i~jr;,

i1ti~

i1b7t;r',~ ,~,, 1'1'.'!~ li~~
You will speak everything I command you,
and Aaron your brother will speak to Pharaoh.
Ex 7:2
2)

c;;,'? cn.7~ n,n,
j~!V'".'l[;im i:lf1~
The Lord will fight for you,
and you shall keep still. Ex 14:14

3) ,~ 1,p ::l't?1ij 'rl~

n',n inm
T T

:

Me he restored to my position,
and him he hanged. Gen 41:13

These examples show how BH can stage complementary elements in
sets of clauses.

In 1 there is nothing unusual about the second clause,

but the pleonastic pronoun in the first clause creates marked focus on
the subject.

The reason for this focus is the creation of the parallel

between that subject and the regular subject of the second clause.94
Together with the subject of the following clause this creates a set of
complementary activities by the two actors Moses and Aaron.

94 See the chapter on the Pleonastic Pronoun.
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Nr. 2 is the reverse of nr. 1 in that the pronoun is found in the
second clause.

In nr. 3, however, there are pleonastic pronouns in both

clauses and both of them are direct objects.

Statistically, the fronted

objects mark them and force a special parallel between the two actors.
If there is any contrast due to the different fate of these two actors it
is created not by the pronouns, but by the semantics of the two verbs.
In each case the clause sets compare two actors.

In two the actions are

complementary, and in the third they receive opposing fates.

What that

have in common may be found in the expression, "On the one hand x,
and, on the other hand x or y ."

The marking, if it is present, forces a

comparison and the semantics involved may create contrast or maintain
the comparison.
Many of Andersen's examples in the chapter on Conjunctive
Clauses are just like Gen 3:15 (which is in the chapter on Contrastive
Clauses) but he labels them as correlative.

The words correlative,

,

complementary, comparative, etc., all help describe the parallels staged
by this type of construction.
When this type of clause is compared with the antithetical
sentences the procedure is quite different.

In the above example from

Ex 24:2, for example, the contrast is set up by the word order
opposition between the waw consecutive clause and the disjunctive
clause.

For a disjunctive clause the subject in.itial element is not

unusual; for a waw consecutive clause it is.

What happens is a shift in

order which causes the prefixed pronoun to receive marked focus in
terms of the context.
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This critique of Andersen presents one factor which is extremely
signilicant for a consideration of marked focus.

Given the fact that

marked focus is only significant in its relationship to the immediately
preced:ing context, we must also stipulate the rule that such mark:ing
relates to norms presented by that preceding context.

The example of

an antithetic clause from Ex 24:2 is an example of marked focus not
because the pronoun in preverbal position is unusual in the antithetic
clause, but because it represents a departure from the order of the
immediately preceding waw consecutive clause.

It is this interclausal

contextual relationship which marks the pronoun as unusual and also
creates the antithesis with the subject of the lead clause.
The two pleonastic pronouns :in Gen 3:15 create marked focus
because of the syntactic redundance, but not to make a contrast.

The

mark:ing produces a correlative statement: "He will do this, and you will
do that."

If there is any contrast at all it has nothing to do with these

pronouns, but with a semantic opposition between two nouns 'head' and
'heel'.
Even if Andersen's approach for contrastive sentences needs some
adjustment his view of contrast is significant.

It is important to

mention the nature of the argument used to support what Andersen
labels contrast.

For him contrast is a function of marked grammatical

focus and the relationship of this focus with the preceding context.
The syntactic shift highlights the focused element and the relation of
this focused element with the preced:ing clause creates contrast.

There

is no difference between his view of marked focus a nd our use of the
term 'emphasis.'

Contrast is one type of emphasis.
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5.2 Hoftijzer on Emphasis

5.2.1 Description of Hoftijzer on Emphasis

J. Hoftijzer published a long review of Andersen's work on the

nominal clause.95

The interest here is not his critique of Andersen so

much as his view of emphasis which surfaces as a result of that
critique.

Therefore, it will be necessary only to summarize Hoftijzer's

approach to the nominal clause and show how that relates to his
definition of emphasis.
As far as his own approach to the nominal clause is concerned
the notion of contrast plays a role of central importance for Hoftijzer.
He comments on the one place in Andersen where contrastive focus plays
a role and says,
What in his book is a phenomenon of secondary importance,
is in this article one of central importance. I have avoided
the use of the term emphasis because emphasis is the way
(or better: one of the ways) ~Y which in our languages the
idea of contrast is expressed. 6
Hence he avoids the term emphasis and uses instead the term contrast.
If the notion of contrast is of central importance, then, it is necessary
to indicate a method for ascertaining its presence.

Hoftijzer outlines

such a procedure in terms of an exegetical query of the context and an

95 J. Hoftijzer, "The Nominal Clause Reconsidered", Vetus
Testamentum xxili (1973): 446-510.

96 Ibid. , 492, fn 1.
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analysis of the relationship of that context to the two central
constituents of the particular nominal clause.
In order to pursue this approach it is necessary for Hoftijzer to
discuss the nature of the nominal clause and its constituents.
prefers to start with what he calls a formal approach.

He

For dead

languages such as BH, languages in which we can not gain any
real degree of competence, as we can have in modern
languages, the safest way is to start with formal
criteria and formal oppositions. For in such a case
it is easier to get a reasonable grip on these
phen~;nena than on functional, semantic and other
ones.
In addition to this practical reason he is also concerned with the
traditional problems with subject and predicate, i.e., the confusion with
the grammatical subject and the so-called subject of discourse. 98

To

avoid these problems he divides the nominal clause into two basic
elements he calls 'core constituents.'

These core constituents are

chosen by what he calls formal rather than functional or semantic ones.
By 'formal' types he refers to word-level grammatical labels such as the
following:
Nd - definite noun
Ni - Lndefinite noun
Pr - pronoun
Np - proper noun
Pti - indefinite participle
Ptd - definite participle
Pp - prepositional phrase

97 J. Hoftijzer, "Review": 446-510, here page 477.
98 Ibid., 487.
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Each nominal clause has two core constituents in addition to any
other elements in the clause.

An example would be:

We are honest men.
Core order:

Ni-Pr: indefinite noun - pronoun

This indicates t hat he is taking a radically dliferent approach
than Andersen, who relates formal and functional categories, i.e., the
part of speech with its function in the sentence:

In this study I want (contrary to Andersen's
tagmeme theory) to make a clear difference
between formal phenomena and fu~ctional indications
given by these formal phenomena.

On the question of sequence Hoftijzer is closer to Andersen and in
opposition to the standard view represented by Albrecht.

He, like

Andersen, avoids the notion of a normative sequence, along with its
corollary that anything which deviates from that sequence is
emphatic.100

He prefers to say that there are two possible sequences

for each formal pair and that the function of these core sequences is
completely dependent on whether and how often clauses with this
sequence are used in a certain context.

99 Ibid. , 488.

lOO Ibid., 488.

For example, in Amos 7:14,

83

I am not a prophet.

It,~ is the Ni, an indefinite noun, and ,~j~ is the Nd, the definite noun

(pronoun), and the sequence is Ni Nd.
To determine the function of any core sequence he asks the
question, which we will apply to the example from Amos 7:14:
Is it of special importance as ascertained from
the immediate context that this core constituen:r6
the Ni ('a prophet') be used with this Nd ('I')? 1
In this example Hoftijzer says it is of special importance that Amos
is not a prophet.

His answer is yes.

Amos is making the important

point that he does not belong to the tit'~ category.

This means that

this core constituent is contrastive.
He asks this question concerning the second constituent only in
those cases where not all of the nominal clauses in a formal class are
contrastive.

If he is able to demonstrate that the preceding core

constituent is contrastive in all examples of a class (say, for example,
the core sequence Ni-Nd) he then concludes that the sequence in
particular is contrastive, and secondly, that it is the preceding
constituent in this sequence which is the contrastive one.

For those

sequences that are necessarily contrastive he never asks whether the
second member may also be contrastive.
If not all of the examples are contrastive as above defined
Hoftijzer then proceeds to see if each of the two core constituents are
lOl Ibid ., 491.
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sometimes contrastive.

In that case he will indicate that the sequence

as such does not indicate contrast.102

By this he does not mean that

contrast is never found in this formal type, only that it is not always
found, and, therefore, that the sequence as such does not indicate
contrast.

Rather, he will give some indication of examples of each core

constituent, both contrastive and non-contrastive.

Ostensibly, the

presence of contrast is not due to the sequence in such cases, since it
is not as such contrastive.

Whenever the sequence does not show contrast he nevertheless
still asks the basic exegetical question concerning each core constituent,
i.e., 'Is it of special importance as ascertained from the immediate
context of this passage that this core constituent be used with the
other core constituent and no other?

In the Amos 7:14 example he

would ask, 'Is it important that Amos and no one else is not a prophet?
He does not indicate that he alone stands outside the category, so the
answer is no.

The conclusion is that ~':tl is contrastive but ':::>j~ is
•

~

•

T

not.'103
If it is possible to answer this question concerning either (but
not both) of the two core constituents then the constituent in question
is contrastive.

A core constituent is contrastive, then, if it is of special

importance in this context that it is used together with the second core
constituent and not with any other. 104
102 Ibid., 493.
103 Ibid., 492, he says a contrastive core constituent is one of which
it can be said that it is of special importance that this core constituent
is used together with the other one, and not any other core constituent.
l0 4 Ibid., 492, f.n. 1.
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For Hoftijzer, then, when a core sequence necessarily indicates
contrast it does so for the initial core constituent, not for the second
one of the two.

When a core sequence does not necessarily indicate

contrast then either of the two constituents may indicate (but not
always) contrast.

From the viewpoint of the sequence then, there is

some connection between the sequence and the necessity of contrast.
When the sequence indicates necessary contrast it is always the initial
element which is contrastive.
may be contrastive.

When it does not either core constituent

For Hoftijzer, then, contrast is a function of core

sequence.
It is plain that Hoftijzer has two reasons for these conclusions.
To find out whether contrast is present in any given example it is
necessary to answer his exegetical questions affumatively.

The

affirmative answer, however, does not tell us whether the contrast is
necessary, it only tells us whether it is present.
His second line of reasoning, which he does not make explicit, is
that if a given sequence always indicates contrast then it does so
necessaril v, and, secondly, that it is the initial core constituent that is
always contrastive.

This latter amounts to a logical assumption.

If

affirmative answers to the exegetical questions demonstrate contrast it is
only the fact that this al ways happens for a given sequence that
demonstrates that it is necessarily so.
It is reasonable to assume from Hoftijzer' s explicit comments that
the core sequence has everything to do with the cases that are
necessarily contrastive, and that it has nothing to do with those cases
that are contrastive onl::ir some of the time.
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This interpretation of Hoftijzer indicates that for him contrast is a
function of relative word order (his 'core sequence').

Even if he avoids

the terms subject and predicate in his listing of the BH data, he
nevertheless relates contrast and word order.

The initial placement of

certain core elements in the various possible sets of sequences in the
nominal clauses necessarily indicates contrast.
We noted above that he avoids the notion of a normative sequence,
and the requirement that the unusual sequence be emphatic.

While this

is true he substitutes for this notion of a normal sequence of functional
categories (subject and verb) a normative sequence of formal categories
which are emphatic (contrastive) versus a non-normative sequence which
may be.

5.2.2 Critique of Hoftijzer

There are two major problems with Hoftijzer's view of contrast in
BH.

First of all his exegetical questions are ambiguous, and, secondly,

his definition of contrast is much too broad.105

Since he nowhere

gives a definition of contrast the two issues are considered together.
First, his questions are ambiguous.

The two exegetical questions

referred to above do quiz the context, but the notion of 'special
importance' is too vague to elicit the necessary information.

I will give

a few selected examples of Hoftijzer's reasoning from specific contexts to
indicate the nature of the problem.

lOS J. A. Linton, Four Views of the Verbless Clause iI1 Biblical
Hebrew, Ph.D. diss, University of Wisconsin, Madison, 1983: 148.
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He remarks concerning the sequence Nd-P r in Lev. 13:23, Nin 1'1:i~i.'.'I
n~}~, ' ..it is the scar of a boil,' that in the context it is highly

important that one has in this case to do with a scar of a boil and not
with the dreaded leprosy. 106

For him this reasoning shows that t h e

nominal clause 'it is the scar of a boil' is contrastive.
The problem with Hoftijzer's view of contrast here is that it is
based not on any literary or textual contrast made i.rl. the text itself, but
on his logical i.rl.ference.
referent i.rl. the text.
a

His use of the charged word 'dreaded' has no

Nor does the text say or i.rl.dicate that "it is only

scab; it is not leprous!"

and straight forward.

The priestly instructions are matter-of-fact

Naturally, the patient would have rejoiced at

such a pronouncement from the priest, and, we think, the priest would
also have been sympathetic, but none of this is asserted in the text.
There is no textual evidence of contrast.
In Lev . 18:7, he notes that the verbal clause "it is forbidden to
uncover the nakedness of one's mother" is followed with the
argumentation tti0

~~-

"The fact that the woman in question is not a

mere woman but one's mother is decisive here .. " 107

This represents

Hoftijzer' s reason for thinking that the suffixed noun here is
contrastive.

It is for him of special importance that the woman is this,

i.e., his mother, and not some other woman.
Again Hoftijzer is making a logical LTlference without pointing to
either a fair abstract of the text or to an asser tion in the text.
point of contrast would be "she is not just any woman."
106 Ibid. , 488.

lO? Ibid ., 488 .

The

In the context
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there are a series of injunctions which prohibit sexual intercourse when
certain blood or marital relationships exist, 18:6-18.

In this case it is

clear that the reason for the prohibition is the special relation t his
woman has to the party who hears the command.

The injunction itself

(a verbal clause) already says that the woman is his mother, so t he fact
is not being btroduced anew in the nominal clause.

The repetition of

the fact certainly underscores the relationship this woman has to the
party who is the subject of the command.
The whole reason for this injunction is the relationship mothers
have t o their sons.

The fact that this logically implies that she is not

just any woman is true, but there is no such contrast made in the
context.

And this is just the problem with Hoftijzer's questions.

He

asks the question and then considers what may be logically implied by
such a statement.

He does not ask, in many cases at least, whether

there are contrasting statements in the context; nor does he present a
statement which is an abstract of the actual context which is contrastive
with the constituent in question.
A final example is his discussion of Ex 2:2, tm'I ::1ito-,~.
mother uttered this statement when she saw him at birth.

Moses'
Hoftijzer

remarks, "that this could be said about the newborn child was, in the
situation, of great importance: now it was worthwhile to hide him. 11108
The nature of the reasoning here is interesting.
a reason-consequence sequence.
and she hid him.

lOS Ibid., 497.

The text simply states

Moses mother saw he was a fbe child

It is difficult to follow Hoftijzer' s reasoning here.
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What are the two contrasting membern?

In this case perhaps he intends

to say that the contrast is:

a) If he had not been a fine child she
would not have hidden him.
b) He was a fine child and she hid him.

T}-iis is probably what Hoftijzer intends by italicizing the word now in

the above citation.

Yet there is certainly no evidence of such a

contrast in the context.

If, in the first two examples there may have

been some reason for making an inference of such contrasts there is
hardly any textual motivation for doing so here.

There is an all-

important difference between textual or literary motivation and logical
inference.
The problem is more with Hoftijzer' s use of the questions than
just his statement of them.

When he asks the questions he refern to

the demands of the context, but his actual reasoning depends, in many
cases, on logical inference from the actual statement of the nominal
clause rather than on textual contrasts. In the cases where he draws
logical inferences from the nominal clause itself this indicates the
context is not relevant to the conclusion that there is a contrast.
This practice of Hoftijzer's is in contrast to those cases where he
points to a clear contextual contrast.

For example, in Gen 12:19, titi0

't:i:i_\ when he asks his exegetical question he includes the importance of
the context, pointing to the contrastive member in 12:12, t"!MT i~~.109

109 Ibid., 488.
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The conclusion from a brief review of Hoftijzer's practice in
asking his question shows that there is a problem with his definition of
contrast.

He includes not simply textual contrast but also logical

inferences from the assertions in the nominal clause.

This latter

inclusion significantly broadens his definition of contrast to include not
simply those elements that the writer e}{plicitly (i.e., textually) contrasts
with the element in question but also any assertion which may be
logically contrasted with the element in question.
This kind of broadening of the definition is difficult for. two
reasons.

First of all, all statements may imply some logical contrast if

the alternatives are unlimited.

Chafe reports that Bolinger once

suggested that the set of alternatives for every predication may be
unlimited.
that
etc.

l{

The point is that any predication, such as 'x is y' implies

is not anything else, i.e., ' x is not a', 'x is not b', 'x is not c',

Chafe responds that we are more prone t o consider a sentence as

contrastive when the alternatives are limited.110
Secondly, a contrast must be literary rather than just logical.
Even if Hoftijzer limited the set of logical alternatives in accord with
Chafe' s recommendation -- as he usually does -- to a small range of
alternatives, his inferences are often logical rather than textual and are
therefore subjective.

In this restricted context of discussion the word

'subjective' means that Hoftijzer is attributing to the text that which is
not supported ill the text.

llO W. L. Chafe, "Givenness, Contrastiveness, Definiteness, Subjects
and Topics" ill Subject and Topic, edited by C. Li (New York: Academic
Books, 1976): 33.
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The conclusion is that as long as Hoftijzer includes logical
inference in his querying of the teJ{t he has, in fact, no textual control
for his exegesis of actual examples.

Once he does this objective control

over the context is lost and he can no longer claim that he has
demonstrated contrast.

The question is not what may logically follow

from what a writer says, but what the writer is actually saying.
Hoftijzer's view is, in fact, contrary to literary psychology, or, to
put it differently, rhetorical procedure.

In any given conversation or

text it may be possible for the hearer or reader to draw numerous
logical inferences from what is said.

If the text says:

Jane was wearing a red hat.

the reader may or may not draw various inferences from this fact, such
as 'she was not wearing a green hat', etc.

The statement as a simple

description of someone's attire will probably give the reader little
concern for making such inferences, unless, perhaps the text is in a
murder mystery and the attire is signilicant, i.e., a bit of textual
information may be considered more carefully than others because of the
nature of the genre.

If, however, the writer makes a special point of

any assertion or bit of conversation and highlights some fact, this
means he is giving the reader special guidance concerning the
signilicance of the point.

What that guidance is depends on the

surrounding context, not on a logical inference from the statement in
the marked clause.

For example, the following illustration gives a
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context and a marked clause.

Without the context we should be hard-

pressed to know exactly what contrast the author has in mind:

[We thought a non-family member stole John's book,]
It was his sister who did it!

This marked sentence 'It was his sister who did it' might lead us to
infer that the contrasting member is a member of the family, but the
context makes it clear that the contrast is between a member of the
family and 'a non-family member.'

This is one of many possible examples

we could use to show the problem of making logical inferences about
· statements, without having an actual contextual contrast.
The example just given, however, is easier to discuss than one in
BH.

In English we know a great deal about the function of contrast and

marked focus; L1'1 BH that is the question before us, and the only
evidence we have is the context to guide us to what a marked clause is
doing or not doing.
Although it is not my stated purpose to discuss Hoftijzer's view of
the nominal clause as such, but only to consider his understanding of
the term 'contrast,' nevertheless, there is one important matter which
relates to this study.

It is his reason for pursuing a 'formal' approach.

Hoftijzer avoids the terms 'subject' and 'predicate' for two
reasons.

First of all he wishes to avoid confusion between the subject

as a grammatical notion and the so-called subject of discourse (=topic) .
His second reason is that these terms are functional categories, not
formal.

As already indicated, because BH is a dead language in which
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we have no native competence he thinks it safer to approach it from a
formal perspective.
As for the possible confusion of grammatical subject and topic, in
the ordinary nominal clause, where there are just two core constituents
and other margii.7.al elements, it is irrelevant to speak of a problem of
distinguishing between the topic of discourse and the grammatical
subject.

The problem can not arise when there are only two core

constituents.

The problem is not distinguishing between topic and

subject, but di.stinguisb..ing between the subject and the predicate when
both are definite.

For this reason the problem as Hoftijzer states it is

a non-issue.
In fact, Hoftijzer's own practice shows that he is willing to
designate the grammatical subject in his examples.

He argues in such a

way exegetically that he tells us what he thinks subject and predicate
are in many examples.

His conclusions in fact depend on his

understanding of what is subject and what is predicate.

For example,

in a comment on Gen 48:18 concerning Joseph's comment to Jacob about
his two sons, i::~ij iij, " ...it is clearly implied that this one of the two is
the first born and not the other one."111
born is this one .. ."

He does not say, "the first

Even if Hoftijzer does not translate his examples

the fact is that either translation or exegesis depends on an
interpretation of the subject and predicate functions in the nominal
clause.
At any rate, if one wishes to choose the formal method of
proceeding, there is nothir1g wrong with this if the purpose is to
111 Ibid ., 491.
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ascertain the function of clearly distinct formal categories, and provide
a check on more functional approaches.

The problem with Hoftijzer's

formal approach is that he is committed to the unstated but obvious
view that for a core sequence to have a given function it must always
have that function.

A core sequence can be necessarily contrastive only

if it is always contrastive.

Any significant number of examples to the

contrary would show that the sequence has no such function even if it
does so in a majority of the cases.

This consequence, of course, follows

from his desire to avoid the notion of normal versus unusual sequences.
This is the reason that, once he decides a core sequence is
necessarily contrastive, (and contrastive only in the initial core
constituent) that he does not bother to ask the question about the
second core constituent.

And whenever there are any examples for the

first constituent that are non-contrastive, only then does he proceed to
see in what cases the second core constituent may be contrastive.

He

never finds a core sequence necessarily contrastive where the sec9nd
core constituent is contrastive.

In the end, however, this discussion of

Hoftijzer' s formal method and the problem of core sequence is all
academic if his definition of contrast is wrong.
These points are sufficient to show the weakness of Hoftijzer' s
approach to the question of emphasis.

He did not go far enough in his

pursuit, either in obtaining a definition of contrast or in working out
the nature of the exegetical questions which must be asked.

The merit

of his review of Andersen is that he reveals quite a few difficulties in
detail with Andersen's rules, secondly, that he pays attention to the
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necessity of demonstrating contrast exegetically, and fu7.ally, that he
forces us to see the importance of contrast.112
5.3 Muraoka on Emphasis

5.3.0 Introduction to Muraoka on Emphasis

In a major work on emphasis T. Muraoka has begun the immense
task of refining and reconsidering the notion of emphasis in BH. 113
There are many very helpful comments about the nature of emphasis,
particularly about the analysis of contrastive emphasis, and, as well,
concerning the different functions of emphasis in the verbal clause.114
In order to manage this task of description Muraoka divides the
clause into the verbal clause and the nominal clause and then

112 This in spite of the fact that he avoids the term emphasis

because "it is only one of the ways by which in our languages the idea
of contrast is expressed." Ibid.: 492, f.n. Cf. p.475 where he says that
"the problem with the term emphasis is that it most properly refers to
suprasegmental features of BH, which features may not be readily
discerned from such an old text." The study of marked focus shows
that it is a mistake to limit emphasis to intonational features,
particularly since emphasis is a function of any kind of change of focus,
including suprasegmental, lexical, and positional changes. Secondly, just
because there are other ways of making contrast is no sufficient reason
to avoid the term emphasis. The question is whether these other ways
of realizing contrast are properly termed emphasis. For instance, the
words l' ... ky often signal antithetic sentences in BH, but this is not
called emphasis.
113 B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: 293.

Cf. the
comment by Muraoka, Emphatic Words: 165, " .. emphasis is a rather
opaque and nebulous (conveniently so) notion whose varied aspects need
to be identified and defined with greater precision." It is particularly
in his last chapter, "Some Concluding Remarks", 165-167, that he sums
up the types of emphasis.
114 Muraoka, Emphatic Words: 54-56.
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establishes the statistically normal pattern for each type.

He then

attempts to account for the deviations from the norm, in particular to
see whether these deviations can be explained in terms of emphasis.
addition, he also discusses the casus pendens as a special case.

In

The

rest of his volume regards lexical emphasis a nd the pleonastic pronoun.
Because Muraoka's discussion of the nominal clause, the verbal
clause and his definition of emphasis and contrast raise such different
and important issues we will discuss each one of these and critique it
before proceeding to the next section.

5.3.1 Muraoka on the Nominal Clause

With reference to the nominal clause his general conclusion is that
the nor mal order is S-P and that P- S is often emphatic.

And in this

latter sequence, even if P is emphatic it is impossible to guarantee that
sequence is the cause of the emphasis.

This position represents a

nuanced version of Albrecht.

5.3.1.1 Description of Muraoka on the Nominal Clause

To look at Muraoka's position in more detail I will divide his
discussion of the nominal clause into emphatic and non - emphatic
patterns.

For the emphatic patterns he has, as expected, P-S where S =

personal pronoun, or where P = prepositional phrase or adjective.
In not a few ca ses of P-S where the S is a personal pronoun the
P is not emphatic.

He remarks that it is possible that there may be

97

some prosodic (intonation) differentiation between the emphatic and nonemphatic pronouns in this sequence, i.e., intonation may mark the
emphatic examples.
Another pattern which is emphatic is S-P where the S = personal
pronoun. He notes that many of these examples are emphatic yet appear
in the 'normal' (statistically most frequent) order.

He says that often a

contrastive emphasis may be due either to a fronted S or to a definite

P.

5.3.1.2 Critique of Muraoka on the Nominal Clause

There are major difficulties with Muraoka's view of emphasis in
the nominal clause.

First of all, the exceptions he allows are of major

consequence for any defence of the view that emphasis is a function of
word order shifts from normal to unusual.

It is difficult to defend the

view that S-P is a normal, therefore non-emphatic word order and yet
say that many examples of S-P are emphatic when the P = personal
pronoun.

If this is in fact so, then the emphasis can not be a function

of the word order.
There are also significant inconsistencies in Muraoka's description
of the details.

For example, he says that emphasis for this example of

S-P may be due either to the 'fronting' of the pronoun or to a definite
P.

If emphasis is due to a definite P, then it has, of course, nothing to

do with word order, but if the emphasis is due to the pronoun it is
difficult to understand what Muraoka means by 'fronting' since this term
usually refers to a marked initial position, i.e., it indicates that the

98

element in the initial position is not normally there.

Yet, for the S-P

sequence the S (pronoun) is by definition normally in initial position.
the pronoun is normally in initial position how can Muraoka call it
'fronted'?
The same type of problem occurs when he discusses the P-S
Many examples of P-S where S = pronoun are non-emphatic.

sequence.

This indicates that there are major exceptions for both the normal and
the abnormal sequences.

It is difficult to understand how Muraoka can

continue to defend even a nuanced version of Albrecht with these
constraints.
As was true in the discussion of the S-P sequence, there are
significant problems in detail with his understanding of the P-S
sequence.

He notes in particular that "one must allow for the

possibility of some prosodic differentiation between the emphatic P-S
pronoun and the non-emphatic P-S pronoun."115

This means that any

emphasis is created by intonation (phonological) and that phonologically
unmarked (non-accented) examples are not emphatic.
just the reverse of what Muraoka wants.

Surely, this is

Since intonation marks

otherwise unmarked and non - emphatic sequences, this is a grave
problem for Muraoka.

It is impossible to say that it is the P-S

sequence which is marked for emphasis by virtue of its sequence, and
then to say that it is intonation which marks the difference between
emphatic and non-emphatic examples of P-S when S = personal pronou n.
It would be more consistent to say that the sequence here is irrelevant

115 Ibid., 16.

If
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to emphasis and that only intonation (or lexical marking) can create
emphasis in an otherwise marked sequence.
In effect, Muraoka's abnormal (marked) word order does not
always secure emphasis, and his normal (unmarked ) sequence may very
well indicate emphasis.
A second major problem is his attempt to invoke intonation as a

basis for distinguishing between emphatic and non-emphatic cases.

This

admission , of course, indicates that word order is not decisive, but more
difficult is the fact that we have no access to the accents in the text.
In cases where phonological stress marks emphasis what evidence can
anyone appeal to that the cases Lrl question are emphatic?

Muraoka

himself admits this, yet invokes it in this difficult example.116

5.3.2 Muraoka on the Verbal Clause

Muraoka's approach to the verbal clause is a constituent part of
his understanding of emphasis in BH.

For that reason I will consider

his description of the verbal clause prior to discussing his definition of
emphasis as such.

5.3.2.1 Description of Muraoka on the Verbal Clause

Because the waw consecutive represents an obvious constraint on
word order in BH Muraoka excludes this clause type from his statistical
116 Ibid., xiiL, "Except for the Massoretic accents, little information

about the prosodic or suprasegmental features of Biblical Hebrew has
been transmitted to us."
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survey of the verbal clause in BH.

Instead he looks at the statistics of

verbal clauses outside the waw consecutive.

Even here he discovers

that the V-S is the (statistically) normal word order.

In this sequence

neither element receives emphasis, unless the S = a pleonastic pronoun,
in which case we can have emphasis or contrast.

In this case the

pronoun is not emphatic because of its position but because it is
redundant, giving a two-fold expression to one and the same content.
In the S-V sequence he often finds emphasis, although there are

several other reasons for a deviation from the normal sequence.

He

notes, as an aside, that emphasis may even lead to the reverse order.
Here he cites Ges eni us, who notes that the V-S order emphasizes the V,
a strictly psychological notion
element in the first position.

which assigns relative importance to the
Some functions of this sequence are

emphasis (or contrast), the circumstantial clause, the pluperfect, the
avoidance of the waw consecutive, those cases where S = Deity, et al .
His next consideration is the placement of the object.

If it is

medial, whether V-0-S or S-0-V he finds no evidence of emphasis for
these medial. sequences, but if the

O

is initial, whether 0-V-S or 0-S-V

he finds the same general categories as above.
When the adverb is initial it is most oft.en emphatic with the
exception of certain common adverbs.
fronted adverbs represent:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

emphasis
response
chiasm
contrast
interrogatives

The far greater number of such
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5.3.2.2 Critique of Muraoka on the Verbal Clause

Muraoka's study of the verbal clause is significant, in particular
because he shows that there are a variety of functions for the
statistically unusual sequences.

If he can show that each of the

functions is r elated to the unusual word order we can conclude that
word order shifts in the verbal clause mark these functions, or, to put
it conversely, each of these types of discourse u s age is a function of
grammatical marking, namely, word order shift.

Since he notes some of

these same functions for the casus oendens, it appears as if the same
factors may be at work in that construction, namely, grammatical
marking by word order shifts.
Finally , he sees the same functions appearing in the case of the
pleonastic pronoun, another type of syntactic marking.

This suggests

that all these functions, may have a common denominator.
There are, however, several problems with Muraoka's presentation.
The basic problem is his approach to word order statistics.

After

excluding the waw consecutive clause, without explanation he lumps
tog ether both asyndetic and disjunctive (syndetic) clauses.

This move

results in masking the statistical dilierence between these two types of
clauses.

Our statistics show for the asyndetic clause that the relative

number of S-V sequence versus the V-S sequence is not significant.
They are close enough to 50/50 that we can say neither sequence is
marked.

This indicates that it would be a mi.stake to speak of 'subject

fronting' for this type of clause. 117
117 See chapter on word order for these statistics.
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The statistics are different, however, when we come to the
disjunctive clause.

The relative S-V order occurs close to 85% of the

time, while a fronted object occurs around 56% of the time, i.e., waw + O
+ V _118

A test case for Muraoka's approach, then, would be the asyndetic
clause where the order is zero + S + V.

If his view is correct, as

opposed to my statistics, he should be able to show emphasis for those
examples of asyndetic clauses.

He provides a list of 16 examples where

S nom-V is emphatic or contrastive.
The examples are:
14:45.

Of these 8 are asyndetic clauses.

Gen 31:38, 41:16, 42:19, 50:20, Jud 7:2, 8:23, 9:54, 1 Sm

Of these he indicates that Gen 31:38, Jud 7:2, and 9:54 are

psychological emphasis, and that Gen 50:20 and Jud 8:23 are contrast.
He does not say which of these functions the other three examples ( Gen
41:16, 42:19, and 1 Sm 14:45) indicate.
For reasons given in the next section I find the category
'psychological emphasis' unacceptable and will consider only those
examples where possible contrast is involved.

Of the group of three

where he does not specify which is psychological and which is
contrastive emphasis Gen 41:16 and 1 Sm 14:45 have no evidence of
contrast.

In his third example, Gen 42:19 the b clause is contrastive,

but 19a, the example he gives, is not.

This is a good example for

further consideration:

118 It must be remembered that a relative order does not tell us

what element is clause initial.
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If you are honest men let one of your brothers
stay in prison,
but you go and buy grain for your starving households.

Muraoka cites 42:19a as a case of either emphasis or contrast.
Only 42:19b, which he does not refer to, is a case of marked focus.

The

focus, however, is a function not of a shift in word order but of
syntactic redundance, i.e., it is due to the pleonastic pronoun before the
first imperative.

This means that the question of word order in 42:19b

is not relevant.

This is also true, of course, in 42:19a.

For these

reasons this example is not pertinent for Muraoka.
This leaves Gen 50:20 and Jud 8:23, which Muraoka specifically
says are contrastive.

As for the first:

ii;,, "7~ C~~r,t C?j~~
il~t?l? rt;~ t:l'i'.'17~
Although you meant to harm me,
God intended it for good ...

There is no doubt that there is a contrast between the brothers
and God, but the contrast is lexical, not grammatical, i.e., it is based on
the contrast between 'good' and 'evil'.

The focused pronoun in the first

clause brLr1gs the brothers Lr1to comparison with God, as does the
identical verb.

Again, the pleonastic pronoun in 20a is marked

the word order in the S-V asyndetic clause in 20b is not.

whereas

In this

example, then, there is no contrast based on marked word order.

The

104
same environment exists in the other example, Jud 8:23, hen ce we can
say that not one of Mur aoka's examples indicates emphasis for asyndetic
clauses where the emphasis is a function of the sequence S-V .
An other problem is the category 'avoidance of the waw
consecutive.'

Since all disjunctive clauses and asyndetic clauses by

definition 'avoid' the waw consecutive, the question is why it is
necessary to avoid that construction?

Any of these clauses can fit in

other categories.
One last category which is problematic is where S nom - V and S

= God.

Muraoka notes,

"It is possible that in certain expressions with
the divine name or a divine messenger as the subject,
a kind of religious psychology in which God occupies
the dominant places determines the arrangement of
words giving S the initial position."
There are twelve examples in favor of Muraoka's thesis and seven
counterexamples.119

It is at least of some interest to note that when

the asyndetic clauses are separated from this grouping (including the
counter-examples) there are seven of the S-V order and seven of the VS order, a 50/50 split, again supporting the statistical inference from
the corpus that S-V /V - S order for asyndetic clauses is random.
One of his examples, Gen 44:16 has nothing to do with either of
the categories he suggested , a theophan y or a bles sing pronouncement.

119 Ibid., 35. The asyndetic exa mples are : Gen 31:53, 43:29, 48:16 ,
48:3, Jud 13:6,8, Gen 44:16. The disjunctive examples are Gen 28:3, 43:14 ,
1 Sm 1:17, 24:20, Gen 31:29. The count erexample s are Ex 5:21, Num
6: 24 ,25,26, 2 Kg s 8:7, Ru 1:8,9.

105
It is merely an inference the brothers draw to explain the reason why
they have been 'discovered' for their past misdeeds.

There is no

evidence of contrast.
Muraoka himself notes that the counterexamples may cause someone
to raise an objection to this category.

His comment is, "Although we are

not able to attain absolute certainty, no alternative explanation with
more plausibility seems to suggest itself at present."

In fact our

analysis of the asyndetic examples corroborates the view that the S-V
and V-S sequences in the asyndetic clause are not contrastive, i.e., they
are random and unrelated to the question of emphasis and unusual word
order.

The other examples are simply normal disjunctive clauses; they

are marked because they are used in conjunction with a preceding waw
consecutive clause.

5.3.3 Muraoka's Defin:ition of Emphasis and Contrast

It is crucial for an understanding of Muraoka to discuss his view
of emphasis and contrast together because they seem to form a certain
unity.
5.3.3.1 Muraoka on Emphasis

We will consider Muraoka's definition of emphasis separately, and
then discuss his view of emphasis and contrast together, particularly
since Muraoka consistently combines emphasis and contrast and thinks
that contrast is a type of emphasis.
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5.3.3.1.1

Muraoka's Definition of Emphasis

Muraoka claims that "emphasis is the expression of a dominantly
psychological aspect involved in speech acts." 120

Another citation

shows exactly how far he is willing to go with this psychological factor:

However one defines emphasis, an enquiry into certain
psychological aspects of speech acts is unavoidable.
Although I myself am fully aware of dangers and difficulties
involved in such an approach, I am equally convinced that
any attempt that does not positively evaluate and take into
account inner psychological aspects of emphasis is inevitably
doomed to failure, since in my view they belong to the very
nature of emphasis; emphasis as a linguistic expression
belongs more to the psychological than to the logical, purely
communicative sphere. Thus the added bu' in an utterance
like yhwh saddiq hu' (as against saddiq yhwh) does not
affect the basic logical relation that obtains between the
subject and its predicate; it only seems to indicate the force
and stress laid upon the fact that Jahweh is righteous, for
which purpose, it might be noted, a cert,w stress or
accentual pattern may serve just as well.
The basic point is that emphasis belongs to the psychological and not to
the logical, purely communicative sphere.

It is not clear whether he

wishes to place an absolute dichotomy between the psychological and the
logical.

On the one hand he says that emphasis belongs more to the

psychological than to the logical sphere, but then notes that the added
~~ii in the clause ~'lil

i"':i~

i1'lil" does not affect the basic logical relation

bet ween itii''I" and P':T~; it only affects the force or stress on the fact
that ;ii;,, is P':T~.

By making such a statement Muraoka is apparently

120 Ibid., 2.
121 ~
b'd, Xlll,xiv,
... . emp h asis
. rrune.
.
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thinking in terms of a style/content dichotomy, i.e., style ( which
includes emphasis) is ornamental and unrelated to the actual (cognitive)
content of the text.

Therefore, the emphatic pronoun N~it does not

affect the cognitive content of the statement.

It only gives it

psychological force.
For a clear understanding of Muraoka it is important to note the
above comment that the inner psychological aspects belong to the very
nature of emphasis.

This viewpoint surfaces continually in his study.

In his discussion of the pleonastic pronoun with the finite verb he
mentions the use of "~ preceded by the verb in Cant 5:5,6:

"'Jii? ttr-1~7 'I~ '1:l~i?
''rii'? ,,~ 'r:ir;rr~ ...
I rose to open to my beloved .. .
I opened to my beloved.

Here Muraoka regards the pronoun as a means to indicate the agitated,
excited self of the maiden, now ready to welcome her lover?122

In Jud

5:3:

C'~Ti 1l't~ij C":;>~J;i ~,~tr;
it"r'CVN ,:,lN itiil,., ,:,lN
T

•

t"

•

T

-

'

T

Hear O kings; listen O princes.
I to Yahweh, I, I will sing.
122 Ibid., 49.
contrastive.

Note however, the next clause.

This example may be
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he says that the pronoun is an expression of the tension between the
two parties, 11:7 .123

He comments to the same effect about 1 Sam. 23:22

where the pronoun is said to indicate the psychological tension of the
king who is fearful and madly jealous of David.

In general, anytime a

situation is described in which strong emotional heightening is involved,
we often find the personal pronoun used. 124

Many emphatic forms are

frequently associated with an unusual degree of emotional tension and
are found in contexts expressive of indignation, anger, astonishment,
despair and the like. 125

Indeed, the presence of a cluster of various

emphatic forms in lively conversational passages rather more frequently
than in narrative may be accounted for by the speaker's emotional
involvement. 126

A slightly different emotive nuance is found in those

passages where the use of the pronoun is an indication of focused
attention or deep self-consciousness:

l;i'17. 17.~i'.'.1 i~ t,tilj
C'lii~!l ,,~ iir-1!¢ :lO
• -:

-

-

!

123 Ibid., 50.
124 Ibid., 51.
125 Ibid., 165.
126 Ibid., 166.

T

-
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Then the king said to Doeg,

"You turn and fall upon the priest!"
So Doeg the Edomite turned
and he fell upon the priests.
I Sam 22:18127

According to Muraoka the pronoun in the king's command is contrastive,
whereas L"l the fulfillment clause, where Doeg obeys the word of the
king, he says that the author is probably inviting our special attention
to the abominable murder of the priests by usL."lg ~~ii immediately after
he mentioned the murderer by his personal name.
example of Muraoka's psychological emphasis.

This is a good

The pronoun ostensibly

mirrors the disgust of the author of our text as he retells the story of
Doeg.

5.3.3.1.2 Critique of Muraoka on Emphasis

The major problem with M.'s understanding of emphasis is his
overestimation of its psychological aspect.
identify emphasis with the emotive.

At times he even seems to

This is the case when he confuses

127 He takes Qoheleth's use of the pleonastic pronoun as an example
of emphasis due to the 'meditative self' of the writer. Two examples he
cites are Qoh. 1:16, 2:1. Of about 27 examples I found of this first
person pronoun in Qoheleth at least 13 fit the category of topical
resumption, i.e., when the writer finishes a particular description of
what he saw and begins a new section with his self-identification, he
often uses the pleonastic pronoun with the finite verb to do so. The
pronoun in these cases may be only the indication of a new section, not
what Muraoka calls the 'meditative self.' This is not Qoheleth's only
technique for beginning a new section. He also uses asyndetic clauses,
with or without fronted objects. We conclude that Muraoka's analysis
should not be taken for granted. Cf. comments of Driver in Tenses:
202n .

110
a semantic indication of the presence of emotion with emotive emphasis
itself.

He also tends to set up a tension between communication and

emphasis.
It is not necessary to create a dichotomy between the emotive a n d
the cognitive aspects of communication.

Emotive emphasis conveys

information, ostensibly about attitudes, and it is only because these
statements mean something that, as Black puts it, " ... the way is open to
exposition, exegesis, and criticism.128

Emotive emphasis may specialize

in the special kind of cognitive information it brings to the attention of
the hearer; the referent is the attitude of the speaker in this situation
and not simply to the speaker's intent concerning a given topic. 129

It

is this peculiar kind of information that may result in some emotion in
the hearer, e.g., anger, agreement, pity, etc.
It is a mistake, then, to set up a tension between the emotive and
cognitive aspects of communication.

Part of Muraoka's reason for this

tension may be his view that style refers to the manner in which
something is put and not to its logical or cognitive content.
The reason why his psychological understanding is so problematic
is that it is inherently subjective.

The only appeal to context that M.

makes is lexical, i.e., whenever he sees unusual word order or a
pleonastic pronoun Muraoka often says it marks psychological emphasis
if he sees any lexical evidence of emotion in the context.

Presumably,

he will not draw s uch a conclusion if there is also evidence of contrast

128 M. Black, Labvrinth of Lan guaae: 108.
129 Ibid., 110.
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in the context.

He never clarifies what will happen if there is evidence

of emotion and contrast in the same context.
We may ask, however, why it is that the presence of emotion in
the context is enough to signal emotive emphasis in conjunction with
marked word order or pleonasm?

It is one thing for an author to

simply note in a factual manner that some emotion is present; it is quite
another for him to highlight that fact.

What Muraoka needs to do is

provide a contextual test which demonstrates that the context is doing
more than just referring to the fact that some emotion is present, and
is in fact highlighting it in some way.

Just because an author notes

that someone is angry does not mean that he is making a literary point
of the matter.

It is just this latter that Muraoka needs to demonstrate.

In his concluding remarks he says that one feature shared by
many forms he has concluded to be emphatic,

is that they are frequently associated with an
unusual degree of emotional tension. Many emphatic
forms are found in emotionally charged contexts
expressive of indignation, anger, accusation,
reprimand, warn:Lr1g, 'i.%tonishment, exultation,
despair, and the like.

The point is that these emphatic forms are identified in terms of the
lexical inventory of the context.

If a context notes that someone is

angr_y, it is likely that Muraoka will conclude that a pleonastic pronoun
or a unusual word order in such a context is indicating emotive
emphasis.

130 Ibid., 165.
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Muraoka's insistence on defining emphasis as psychological, or
emotive by definition presents us with an interesting puzzle.

If he also

insists that emphasis is a . broader word than contrast and includes it,
how can he unify emphasis and contrast, i.e., if contrast is clearly
cognitive and informational whereas emphasis is psychological and
emotive, in what way can contrast be included notionally in emphasis?
It seems as if there is no way for him to accomplish such a task, in
spite of the fact that he claims that emphasis is a broader word than
contrast and therefore includes it.131
This query introduces another similar question.

In his discussion

of the order of the verbal clause Muraoka notes concerning the
sequence S-V that things are "not so simple as to allow us to a s sume
that every case of the deviation [from the normal order] is due to some
intended emphasis on the subject. " 132 He admits that such is often the
case, that there are many other cases where one can hardly perceive
any emphasis laid on the preceding S.
look for other factors at work.

His conclusion is that we must

He then lists other categories beside

emphasis and contrast which lead to the reversal of word order.
This caveat indicates that other factors besides emphasis explai.i."1
word order phenomena.
something else.
and chi.asm.

These other factors are not emphasis; they are

They include, among others, the circumstantial clause

It is worth asking at this point why Muraoka separates

these other factors from emphasis if he does not do this for contrast,

131 Ibid., 25, f.n. 61, where he criticizes Hofti.jzer for thmking that
contrast is a broader term than emphasis.
132 Ib1'd., 32.

Com men t 1,,.
. b rac k e t·s my own :mse
.
rtion.
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which, for him, is a category subsumed under emphasis?

This may be a

clue that his definition of emphasis is either too narrow or on the
wrong track.

5.3.3.2 Muraoka on Contrast.

Muraoka's discussion of contrast is worth considering for at least
two reasons.

The first is that he attempts to define contrast, and the

second that he frequently combines emphasis and contrast both in his
discussion and in his lists.

He often, for example, will list the functions

of a specific word order by listing first those examples that are
emphatic or contrast, and then, in order, other uses.

He is, in some

way, combining contrast and emphasis.133

5.3.3.2.1 Description of Muraoka on Contrast

Muraoka is one of the few biblical scholars to attempt a clear
definition of contrast.

In his chapter on the use of the pleonastic

pronoun he points out that despite the vague way in which different
scholars use the word 'emphasis' everyone recognizes the contrastive

133 Ibid., 31, 33, (on 38,39 and 58,59 he separates them), and also
25, f.n. 61 where he criticizes Hoftijzer for thinking contrast is a
broader term than emphasis. In his remarks on the pleonastic pronoun,
p. 54, he points out that despite the vague way in which different
scholars use t he wor-d 'emphasis' everyone recognizes the contrastive
aspect of emphasis.
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aspect of emphasis. 134

He approaches his description of contrastive

emphasis from two points of view, the formal and the semantic.
From the formal point of view contrast can be either explicit or
implicit.

The dilierence between these two is not clear from Muraoka's

description.

He says that explicit contrast may be found in. a single

sentence, but it may also be spread over more than one sentence.

As

far as implicit contrast one must seek the missing contrasted member in
the context. Since he gives no examples which he marks as 'explicit
contrast' this distinction between explicit and implicit is unclear.

From

his discussion, however, he seems to intend the idea that explicit
contrast is a direct statement in the immediate context, but that an
implicit contrast depends on an abstraction from the context. 135 Both
types of contrast are present in the text, but one is more direct than
the other.
On a semantic level the contrast can involve either antithesis (the
positive and negative side of an idea common to both of them) or simple
juxtaposition.

Although the antithetical category is simple enough it is

more difficult to understand what Muraoka means by juxtaposition.
Judging from his examples, juxtaposition may involve either a set of
immediately adjacent clauses which are quite similar on a formal
(grammatical) level (Gen 3:15), to a more remote (over a span of several
verses) set of clauses which are not grammatically similar but

134 Ibid., 54.
135 Ibid., 56. Note the statement Abram attributes to the king of
Sodom in Gn 14:23, where any contrast would depend on some
abstt:·action from the context instead of a specific statement.
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nevertheless pose two alte:rnatives.

An example of formally similar

clauses is Gen 3:15:

ttiNi

1~~111;

:;?.~ ~l~1!??~

f.t1ii

i'i~~i

He will bruise your head
and you will bruise his heel.

Each clause begins with a pronoun, followed by the same verbal root to
which is added a pronornmal object, and i.ri. each clause there is a
second object which "more closely determines the nearer object."136
Other examples, however, are not at all grammatically similar.

For

example Gen 33:2,3 is a conjunction of a waw consecutive clause ( which
relates Jacob's division of his family prior to his meeting with Esau)
with a circumstantial clause which notes that he went on ahead of them .
Gen 15:13-15 is another similar example.
These examples indicate that for Mu:raoka juxtaposition is not only
a formal, grammatical arrangement; it can also be two statements which
are not grammatically similar, or even immediately adjacent, but which
nevertheless indicate alternative actions by two drrferent persons or
groups.

5.3.3.2.2 Critique of Muraoka on Contrast

136 E. Kautzsch, Geseni.us' Hebrew Grammar: § 11711.
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Muraoka has begun the task of defining contrast on a semantic
level and of seeing it as a function of word order and lexical marking.
There are two elements of his definition, however, which need more
discussion.
He understands contrast as anything on a line from outright
antithesis (the positive and negative side of an idea common to the two
terms being contrasted) to a simple juxtaposition.

Although no one will

question the appropriateness of including antithesis as one way of
expressing contrast, the use of juxtaposition is another question.

The

term it self does not indicate contrast, although it may suggest
comparison.

This is not a problem, since contrast often involves a

comparison of similar things Lri respect to their differences. 137 So if
Muraoka intends by this a juxtaposition of similar entities in order to
point out a difference, the approach is legitimate.

It will be necessary,

however, to spell out this category in such a way as to specify what it
is that produces the contrast.
Look at the above example from Gen 3:15 . Is this really contrast?
What distinguishes contrast from a simple role alternation, i.e., he will
do this and you will do that.
contrast?

Why is this role difference in Gen 3:15 a

It is not because of the two fronted pleonastic pronouns.

Are both pronouns marked?

If so, this is a different way to use

marking and Muraoka does not alert us to the difference.

The examples

we have seen of contt"ast indicate that one element in one clause is
grammatically marked, and that item is in contrast with an element of

137 Note the definition of 'contrast' in Webster's Ninth New Collegiate
Dictionary (SprLn.gfield: Merriam-Webstet" Inc, 1983): 285.
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the immediately surrounding context.

For contrast, then, we would

expect only one marked element, not two in parallel.

If there is any

contrast in this set of clauses it is due to the contrast set up between
'head' and 'heel,' not because of the two pronouns in parallel. 138

This

means that the contrast depends on whether 'head' and 'heel' in such a
context are seen as opposites.
In any case, this example is formally different from Muraoka's
other examples.

Gen 33:3, for example, has a waw consecutive clause

followed by a disjunctive clause.
V.

The disjunctive clause is waw + S +

This indicates that it is the S, another pleonastic pronoun, which is

marked (by virtue of the preceding waw consecutive order).
only one marked pronoun in this case.139
15:15, which is clearly contrastive.

There is

The same is true for Gen

With such a mixture of types, it is

difficult to assess the merit of this category .140 Our conclusion is that
one end of Muraoka's 'spectrum of contrast' needs more work.
Secondly, although there may be no difficulty with Muraoka's
distinction between explicit and implicit contrast, it is necessary to
exercise great care in this area.

There is a very important difference,

especially for BH, between a contrast implied by the text itself and a

138 See further discussion in chapters on Fronting and the
Pleonastic Pronoun.
139 This particular example is probably not pertinent to use in
Muraoka's cause, smce the disjunctive clause is more likely a simple
circumstantial clause. There is no contrast between parts of the family
beLri.g m one place and Jacob being in another.
140 In our chapter on Fron'Ling we w:i.11 make further suggestions
about a category which fronts unusual elements in two successive
clauses.
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contrast we might reasonably expect but which is not in any way
involved in the text. 141

As long as it is possible to see the contrastive

member clearly implied by the context it is legitimate to speak about
'implicit' contrast.

It is often the case that discussion about a topic of

discourse does not explicitly or directly state the topic.

If a

speaker/writer or participants in a conversation were asked in such a
case what they were talking about the response would be something like
"We are talking about x."

If we could see this 'x' reflected in the

preceding discourse we would conclude that the subject matter was in
the text, even

jf

it was not expressed directly.

Otherwise,

jf

there is

no such textual implication of the contrastive member, attributing
contrast to a marked form is subjective and impossible to demonstrate.

5.4 Waltke-O'Connor on Emphasis

This new study of Biblical Hebrew Syntax is signilicant because it
contributes to the study of emphasis in BH in three important ways.
First of all it takes account of emphasis in the context of the basic
opposition of the conjunctive-sequential and disjunctive clauses.

It also

contributes to the study of the nominal clause by suggesting the
valuable notion of focus marker for the nominative absolute (casus
pen dens) construction.

Finally, it indicates the purpose of emphasis by

noti.rig that it points to distinctions in meaning.

141 We mean here that it is necessary to show evidence from the
text, and not simply appeal to what is logically implied. There is an
important difference between the authors literary or discourse strategy
and what may be logically implied by any of his statements.
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5.4.1 Description of Waltke-O'Connor on Emphasis

The first area of significance is the linguistic opposition posed by
the two basic types of waw clauses.

They note the basically different

discourse functions of the conjunctive-sequential and the disjunctive
clauses in BH.

The first is the well known waw-consecutive clause

which structures narrative sequentially in past or future tense, and the
disjunctive ( waw + subject + verb , etc.), which has several different
functions, all of which are non-sequential.142
Waltke-O'Connor basically follow Lambdin in making this distinction
between the conjunctive-sequential waw clause and the waw disjunctive
clause.143

They also further nuance the functions of the disjunctive.

Whereas Lambdin had simply listed these functions, they divide them
into two distinct areas, those pertaining to discourse contfr1uity and
those involving a sh..ift in scene.

The functions are, respectively:

1. Functions which mair1tain Discourse Continuity:

when these

functions are used within a scene, they do not begin, end, or otherwise
shift the scene to something new; the clause does not shift a scene or a
participant in that scene.

Some of these are:

a. Contrast
There are two ways of producing contrast.

One the one

hand , in Gen 40:21,22, 41:54 the contrast is brought out by a shift in
word order from the waw consecutive ( waw + verb + subject) to a

142 Ibid ., § 39.2.3.
143 T. Lambdin, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew: 162,165.
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disjunctive clause ( waw + subject + verb).

In Gen 3:15, 13:12 two

clauses are joined by a waw-adversative (a species of waw-disjunctive),
and the subjects are in initial position in both clauses.
b . specification of contemporary circumstances: the typical
circumstantial clause: Gen 11:4, 24:15
c. causes: Gen 24:56, Ex 23:9
d. comparison: Prv. 25:25, 26:4
2. Functions which involve Discourse Discontinuity. These uses
produce a scene shift or introduce new participants.

Such clauses

introduce new topics and begin new 'paragraphs', or they end a scene
just prior to a new beginning.
a. scene initial/terIT'i.rial
b. parenthetica1144
Inasmuch as it is the disjunction between these two basic clause
t y pes which determines clause function it is necessary to keep this
opposition in mind when looking at their view of word order.

The above

suggested discourse functions for the disjunctive clause are all a result
of the word order sh:iit from the basic conjunctive- sequential sequence.
Alongside this set of contrasts, Waltke-O'Connor apparently posit
another important functional opposition, an opposition between the two
basic word order sequences in the verbal clause, verb-subject and
subject-verb.

There are two basic sequences for the verbal clause, the

verb-subject order and the subject-verb.

144 Ibid., § 39.2.3b.

For Waltke-O'Connor the
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standard order for the verbal clause is

v-s. 145

This order usually

obtains when:

1. The clause h as no introductory material, Ps. 63:9

-;rTiM ,ttj~l , ;,::1i
•

._. -: -

•

:

-

T'

:

T

2. The waw consecutive clause, Gen 1:3

3. When a clause begins with adverbial materials,

Gen 15:1

It seems apparent from the examples given that they are
combinL'rlg wa w consecutive and asyndetic verbal clauses as the data
base for the assertion that the normal order of a verbal clause is verbsubject.

The clauses numbered 1 and 3 are a s yndetic and the number 2

clause is waw consecutive.

This would mean that the statistical majority

of waw consecutive and asyndetic clauses as a group are verb-su bject.
The disjunctive clause, on the other hand , has t he order wa w plus
n oun (or its equivalent) plus verb.
4:1.

For examples t hey n ote Gen 1:1,2,

They also call attention to those cases where two clauses i..n

contrast have clause L'rlitial subjects L'rl both clauses. 147

145 Ibid. , § 8.3.
146 Ibid ., § 8 .3.
147 Ibid., § 39.2.3.
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The two basic word order groups, then, involve the conjunctivesequential and asyndetic clauses on the one hand

(the verb-subject

order), and the waw disjunctive clauses, one the other (the subjectverb order) .
As far as the nominal clause is concerned, Waltke-O'Connor
basically follow Andersen, with the significant exception that they allow
for a word order shift of either of the two basic types of clauses to
signal contrast with preceding material. 148

If, for example a

classification clause stands in contrast to or i.i."1 disjunction with what
precedes then the order is S-P: Gen 18:27, disjunction: Ex 17:11,12.

In

addition the S-P pattern may be used for both of two contrasting
precative clauses (the precative ordinarily P-S).

This exceptional

sequence probably reflects the need to give point to the contrast, Gen
27:29.

The nominal clause may have three rather than two parts; the
relationship of the subject and predicate may be affected through a
pleonastic pronoun.149

For example in Gen 36:8:

'Esau, he is Edom.'

148 Ibid., § 8.4.2 c-e.
149 Note, a s well, the discussion of S. Geller, "Cleft Sentences with
the Pleonastic Pronoun: A Syntactic Construction of Biblical Hebrew and
Some of Its Literary Uses" . Journal of the Ancient Near Eastern Societv,
forthcoming, and our discussion in the chapter on Cleft Sentences.
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One understanding of this construction is subject-pleonastic pronounpredicate: 'Esau, he is Edom.' 150

Waltke-O'Connor take 'he is Edom' as

S-P and 'Esau' as a nominative absolute (sentential topic or focus
marker).

They define the nominative absolute as "a grammatical element

isolated outside a clause, usually at the start of the clause; also known
as focus marker, casus pendens, topic. 11151
They note that the order P-pleonastic pr-S is almost nonexistent
(only examples of identifying P-pleonastic pr-S are Isa 9:13,14) in
identifying clauses in BH, which suggests that the Focus Marker-S-P
analysis is correct for that for m (IdentifyLr1g clauses) of the language.
The same analysis holds for the classifying clauses, where the
analysis is Focus Marker-P-S (Num. 1:4, Lv 11:4).152
As for the function of this construction, it can
a. preserve syntactic clarity: Isa. 11:10, 2 Kgs 1:4
b. be contrastive, in so me of these cases indicating the
uniqueness of the subject/focus: Dt. 4:35, 1 Kgs 18:39, Gen 2:14, 31:8.
c. change the center of attention: Gen 42:5,6, Gen 9:18.

Other than in the nominative absolute construction the
independent pronoun may be used redundantly with finite verbs. 153

150 Ibid., § 8.4.lb.
151 Ibid., 692. The nominative absolute construction "serves to
highlight or focus one element of the main clause" p. 76, f.n. 13.
152 Ibid., § 8.4.2b.
153 Ibid., § 16.3.2.
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Since the finite verb already, has the pronominal element the inclusion of
an independent pronoun is unnecessary.
requires some explanation.

It presence, therefore,

The two reasons given for its use both

relate to emphasis:

1. Contrast: Ex 20:19, 2 Sm 17:15, Gen 3:15, Gen 14:23, Jud 14:3, 1
Kgs 1:17
2. Psychological Focus:154
a.

For this category we reproduce the directly from Waltke-

O'Connor: " ... most of these involve first and second person pronouns. In
connection with this group Takamitsu Muraoka alludes to 'strong
e motion al heightenin.g' and 'focused attention or deep self-consciousness'
Most instances involve the first person, in a state of rapturous elevation
(Jud 5:3) or profound meditation (Qoh 1:16, cf 2:1), or in flashes of selfassertion (Gen 16:5, Jud 11:9, Ps 2:6 , 2 Chr 6:2)."
b. Self-assertion may be combined with antithesis (l Kgs 21:7
"Are you in charge anymore? ... I will give you the vineyard of Naboth."
c. Pragmatic antithesis arises in cases of answering questions
and making promises: Gen 21:23-24, 1 Sm 26:6.
d . In 2nd person cases the pronoun indicates strongly focuse d
attention; the speaker may be giving a command or leading up to a
demand (Gen 31:6, Jud 10:13, 1 Sm 22:18). 155

154 This analysis follows Muraoka's view.
155 Ibid., § 16.3.2e.
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5.4.2 The Meaning of Emphasis

Waltke-O'Connor define emphasis m a very general way as meaning
distinctions produced by stress.

The

"meaning of 'Did Mary bring this for me?' depends in part on
whether one of the words is emphasized. If the emphasis is on
Ma r y ('Did Mary bring t:his for me?'), the atten tion is on t he fact
that Mary was the one who brought the gift; ... In oral/aural
communication we express such distinctions by stress and tone of
voice, but in written expression other.: means are used .... the
syntactic and morphological means ... " 156
Tr1is citation indicates that for Waltke-O'Connor syntactic and
morphological means are available to writers to bring about the same
distinctions i.r1 meaning that stress produces in spoken communication.
The conclusion is that there are three ways of highlighting sentence
elements such that the highlighth1g produces distinctions in mean:L.-lg.
Their treatment of the nominative absolute (casus pendens)
contains a very significant approach to such highlighting

m

BH.

One of

the synonyms for nominative absolute is focus marker, by which they
mean "that grammatical element isolated outside the main clause, usually
at the start of the clause ... " 157

The construction "serves to highlight

or focus one element of the main clause. " 158

As far as the discourse

functions of this construction is concerned, they list a series of uses ,

156 Ibid., § 16.3 .lb.
157 Ibid., 692.
158 Ibid .. § 4. 7b.
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including contrast, change of topic, maintenance of syntactic clarity,
etc.159

As :in the above discussion they clearly separate their

discussion of the method of highlighting a sentence element and the
function it has :in the discourse.
In both of these contexts emphasis seems to be identified as one
of several types of highlighting, whether phonological, syntactic or
morphological, which in some way produce distinctions in meaning .

It is

not clear , therefore, when they note that logical contra st and
psychological focus may only be 'loosely' termed emphasis.160

They

may be pointing to the very different character of contrast (which is
cognitive) and psychological emphasis (which is emotive).

5.4.3 Critique of Waltke-O'Connor

A stronger case can be made for the contrast between

conjunctive-sequential and disjunctive clauses if Waltke- O'Connor would
leave out asyndetic clauses :in their discussion of verbal word order and
place them alongside disjunctive clauses.

One im portant reason for this

suggestion, of course, is the statistics of the asyndetic clause.

Whereas

the waw consecutive clause is always verb plus subject neither of the
two possible sequences (V-S nor S-V) is important for the asyndetic
clause.

This realignment would yield two sets of contrasts, the

conjunctive-sequential versus the disjunctive clause, i.e., the two basic

159 Ibid., § 8.4 .2b, 16.3.3c.
160 I b id., § 16.3.2b.
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types of waw clauses, and, secondly, t he contr ast between wa w clauses
a n d n on-waw clauses.

With such a realignment the asyndetic clau se,

whose sequence is independent of the question of subject and verb
word order, would not clutter t he statistics of the waw type verbal
clauses.

In the latter case the dichotomy is the presence or absence of

the waw, not the subject-verb sequence.
The inclusion of the asyndetic clauses alongside the conjunctive sequential clause is problematic for a second r eason.

The presence of

the asyndetic clause indicates the same two basic types of discourse
function as the disjunctive clause, as a paragraph level marker (scene
shifting), and as a marker of subordination withi."l the same scene
(discourse contin uity) .161 As such it should be included alongside its
functional partner, the disjunctive clause, rather than with t h e wa w
consecutive.

Once it is recognized that the subject-verb placement in

the asyndetic clause is not significant there is nothing to prevent this
suggested realignment.
The approach Waltke-O'Connor take to the definition of emphasis is
clearly fruitful, particularly in their suggestion that emphasis is a
feature of prosody (phonological, morphological and syntactic
highlighting) that results in distinctions of meaning.
however, has not been completely carried through.

This approach,
To take further

advantage of this insight it would be useful to demonstrate what
emphasis is. how it relates to grammatical h.ighlightir1g and to the
various functions involved.

161 See the chapter on Word Order for a b r ief description of this

paragr ap h structur in g feature of t he a s yndetic clause.
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The exposition of psychological focus is similar to the view of
Muraoka.

To prevent this category from being altogether subjective it

would be necessary to show what basis there is for ascertaining its
presence in the text.

When pleonastic pronouns are used, what basis is

there for deciding on psychological focus as the function in view?
Unless the problem is dealt with in terms of the context, and in such a
way as to demonstrate that the focus is literary (textually explicit) as
opposed to merely logical, such a category has the same problems with
it as the term emphasis has had in the past.
vague.

It will remain inherently

If no such justification is forthcoming we will have to continue

to cope with subjective and ambiguous assertions about (psychological)
emphasis in BH.

One thing is clear.

A clear demonstration in this area,

one way or another, is still a requirement.
As attractive as the Waltke-O'Connor suggestion is that the
standard order in a clause of classification may be reversed forcontrastive emphasis, their two examples, Gen 18:27 and Ex 17:11-12 , in
my opinion, could just as easily be labeled circumstantial clauses. 162
Even if these examples are allowed, we still need a large enough number
of clear examples to indicate that there are genuine exceptions;
otherwise, Andersen's view still stands.

The question here is, what is

the boundary ( whether fuzzy or neat) between circumstantial clauses
and contrastive clauses?

The same question holds for their suggestion

that the verbal clause in Gen 24:56 should be labeled as causal rather

162 Ibid., § 8.4.2c-d.
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than circumstantial. 163
between these two.

It will be necessary to indicate the difference

Of course, when it comes to circumstantial clauses

we may be speaking only of the various semantic nuances of this class
of disjunctive clauses.

5.5 Conclusion

This review indicates several important c onclusions.

The first one

is that the older view of emphasis is no longer of significance for these
scholars.

Emphasis is now related in some way to unusual word order.

In all the scholars discussed here there is an attempt to determine the
normal sequence of the verbal clause and all but Andersen are willing to
relate word order shifts to emphasis for the nominal clause.

Andersen,

of course, b asically says there are two sequences in the nominal clause,
each of which identifies a basic function.
Secondly, emphasis is now denned in terms of unusual word
order.

Whereas the older view thought emphasis was always present in

each clause, because they identified it with the initial position and
therefore with what was important in the clause, the newer studies
consider elements of a clause to be emphatic only when an unusual
sequence marks emphasis as present.
Not only is emphasis a function of unusual word order, it is also
identified by its relationship to the context.

Although there are

163 Ibid., § 39.2.3b. Jou.on treats the verse as circumstantial,

Grammaire de l'hebreu bibliaue: § 159e, and cf. E. Kautzsch: Gesenius'
Hebrew Grammar: § 142d.
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differences between the scholars reviewed all agree that it is necessary
to query the context in some fashion in order to demonstrate either the
presence or function of emphasis.
identification of emphasis.

The context is now vital to the

This is clearly necessary, contrary to the

older position, which saw no such need and could not have, since every
clause by definition had e mphasis present.

For this reason it is simple

to understand why the newer approach sees the necessity of looking at
the context for the demonstration of emphasis.

The approach Waltke-

0' Connor take from Lambdin, and apply to the word order problem is
especially fruitful.

They see word order sequences as related to

discourse function because unusual sequences are ir1 opposition to other
types of clauses.

For example, it is the opposition of the disjunctive

clause to the waw consecutive clause that produces the change in
function and demonstrates, for these two types at least, that the context
of an unusual sequence is an opposing type of clause.

The occurrence

of such opposing clauses produces a change in discourse function.
In addition, most of the scholars see that unusual word order has
a variety of discrete discourse functions.

As we noted above, Waltke-

0' Connor call them 'meaning distinctions,' and give a nuanced list of
functions which influence discourse on two levels, on the paragraph or
below the paragraph level.

Muraoka, as we have seen, admits that not

all inverted clauses produce emphasis.

He says there are other reasons

for unusual word order, and lists some of them, including the chi.asm
and the circumstantial clause.
The survey shows a fundamental change from the older view but
there are still problems.

For one thing , it. is still not clear what
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emphasis means.

Muraoka continually calls emphasis psychological, yet

he associates it con tinually with contrast, a nd even subsumes contrast
under emphasis.

The other scholars have similar problems with the

term.
The study of these scholars has also indicated the need for a
clear analysis of word order, particularly because of the confusion
caused by the inclusion of the asyndetic clause in various approaches to
the sequence of the verbal clause.
With the advances made in modern linguistics, and benefiting from
the progress made by modern studies of emphasis in BH we will suggest
a new approach to the topic of emphasis in the next chapter, and put
forward a working def.Ln.ition for the purposes of examining the corpus.

Chapter 6

Working Definition of Emphasis in BH

6.0 Work:ing Definition of Emphasis

I should like to s u ggest that the term emphasis indicates marked
focus, whether phono4ogical (stress or btonati.on), syntactic (word order
shifts or pleonasm), or lexical ( word repetition), and its purpose is to
stress one clause element in a p articular context in order to produce
distinctions in meaning.
Marked focus, or emphasis does not a pply to normal stress or
focus in a clause or sentence.

The failure to distinguish between

normal stress and marked stress, or what the modern lin guist calls
focus and marked focus, led the proponents of the standard view
astray.

And it was the movement away from this view to the notion that

emphasis was the highlighting caused by unusual stress or unusual
word order that has led to such progress in a definition of emphasis.
The older view that the Lr1itial position Lri. the clause was emphatic led to
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the abs urd notion that e ver y clau se is e mp hatic, or, that e v ery cla use
has an emphatic element.

We should not, t hen, evoke the word

'emphasis' for nor mal word order with normal stress.

The words

'prominence', 'highlighting' and the like are useful synonyms for- marked
focus but n ot for normal stress.

6 .1 Explanation of Defi...,ition

This highlig hting is produced grammatically by a contrast or
opposition between various clause types, such as the waw consecutiv e in
opposition to the waw disjunctive, or the waw consecutive i.."1 opposition
to the asyndetic clause, etc.

It is also produced by syntactic

redundance, i.e., by repetition, a s in the case of the pleonastic pronoun.
It is produced phonologically by stress.
we do not have access in BH.

It is this last feature to which

We have recourse onl y to highlighting

which is observable in the text before us.
If the purpose of marked focus is to produce distiJ1ctions in
meaning, the result is those various discourse functions whic h such
highlighting produces.

Waltke notes, for example, that the disjunctive

clause has discourse structuring features, i.e., it can begin and end
paragraphs, or it can occur parenthetically .164

It can also operate

within the paragraph to produce contrast, chiasm, the circumstantial
clause, or what Williams calls synchronism, or simultaneous action.165

164 B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Bibli.cal Hebtew Syntax: 39.2.3.
165 R. J. Williams, Hebrew Synt ax: § 235,237, and cf. Jud. 15:14.

chapter on Fronting.
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All of these discourse functions are se mantic variations of the same
word order shift.
Detecting these discourse functions depends on f:ind:ing the
emphasis, and secondly, determin:ing its conte xtual function.
latter requirement that needs discussion.

It is this

The requirement t h at the

function be ascerta:inable :in the text means that the contextual function
must be literary and not merely logical, i.e. , that the refer ent of
highlighti.r1g be :in the text and not merely a logical implication of the
text.166

We will mention several of the functions to 1.-idicate how the

context functio ns in our identification of those features.
Detecting the chiasm requires only that we know what it is,
normally a waw consecutive clause followed immediately by a disjunctive
clause :in which at least two of the sentence elements (S, V, 0, Pp, etc)
are reversed, producing the cross-over pattern.

In addition there are

semantic features which we have described in our chapter on Chiasm.
For contrast the normal requirement is discovery of the
contrasting member i.11 the immediately preced:ing context.
contrasting member must be an actual piece of text.

The

It may not be only

a logical :inference from the marked clause.
If the marked focus points to a change

ill

topic we must be able

to demonstrate that the topic is new to the preceding section, or is a
resumption of an earlier topic.
These are some of the requirements for textual d e monstration of
the discourse fu nctions produced by marked focus.

166 See discussion :in ch. 3, § 3.1.3.3.

To show a new
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discourse function it will be necessary to show how it is required b
the conte xt, i.e., based on the text itself.

6.2 Benefits of This Approach to Emphasis

This method of approaching emphasis has at least three major

benefits in the study of BH.

6.2.1 It :is Rhetorical Highlighti...-rig

This defL'1ition of emphasis is in the best traditions of r hetoric
because it demonstrates the tools the writer/ speaker h a d at his disposal
to guide the reader /hearer to the meaning of the t e xt and therefore to
attain success in his purpose of persuading his audience.

By

separating the definition of emphasis fro m its set of discourse functions,
or 'distinctions in meaning' we can separate such rhetorical 1--.ighlighting
from the uses an author had at his disposal.

Its functions constitute a

partial inventory of the important tools a writer or speaker possesses to
so construct his text that he guides the audience in its interpretation of
that text, and ensure that they are understanding the text.

Only on

such a basis can the author h ave some reason to think that his
communication will be successful, whether that purpose is persuasion,
sharing of information, entertain ment, etc.

6.2.2 It Eliminates Past Confusion
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Secondly, this approach eliminates any tendency to attribute all
sorts of vague or mysterious notions to the term, all the source of much
confusion in the past.
definitions of emphasis.

It also avoids the pitfall of psychological
Rather than attempting to define emphasis in

terms of one of its functions and then force the rest of them under its
umbrella, or even to say that such highlighting points to emphasis and
a host of other functions, this definition lirr,its the term to the actual
formal function that it perfor-ms, that of highlighting a clause element in
order to create meanbg distinctions.

It is drrficult, if not impossible to

point to any common denominator- for such a diverse list outside the two
facts that each is a discourse function, and that each is produced by
rhetorical highlighting (= emphasis).

6.2.3 Emphasis is Context Oriented

Thirdly, it shows us that emphasis points outside itself to a
referent in its context.

It is just this characteristic of emphasis that

unifies its relationship to each of its discour-se functions.

The

relationship created by this reference to the conte;,.,t produces the list
of discour-se functions, or, meanings, of emphasis.

One merit of past

studies is that they have shown there are quite a few different
functions for emphasis, including contrast, chiasm, the circu mstantial
clause, shift in topic (whether on a paragraph level, or parenthetic),
etc.167
167 I am not here granting that psychological focus is one of those
f unctions, only that it has been suggested. Nor am I denying it here.
I am only insisting that this function needs to be carefully demonstrated
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This appeal to context also allows for any given case of rhetorical
highlighting to have more than one function at once.

The circumstantial

clause, for example, is one function of rhetorical highlighting, and it can
also function to indicate a shift in topic.

Andersen has noted that the

chiasm may also indicate antithesis.

6.2.4 It Excludes Non-TeJ±ual HigJ-,..liJ_hting or Reference

This approach eliminates non-textual elements from its definition of
emphasis.

There are two elements of a text :Ln its original performance

which may not be in the present written version of the text as we have
it.

Those elements are phonological stress and extra-te}~tual reference.
In the first case a speaker may have given a certain word special

stress in a sentence, highlighting the word in a way that the emphasis
would have functioned in that context to create a particular discourse
function, such as contrast.

Context:

Note the following three examples:

A friend walks into a room where you are

reading a book.

He sees the book and asks ,

Example l:

Who's that novel by?

Example 2:

Who' s that novel by?

Example 3:

Who's that nov el by?

In the first example the marked stress creates a contrast with
some other item, say, a report lying next to the person reading.

In the

second exampie the stress marks the adjective, so that the contrast

from the t e xt.

To date it has not been.
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would be with the novel in your hand and, perhaps, another novel lying
on the r e ading table.

In a written representation of this conversation

the contrasts could be shown only if the words were underlined, typed
in bold, or if word order adjustments were made.

If they were not it

would be impossible to know which of the two (or more) interpretations
is correct.

In fact the question, as in example 3, might be just a

request for the author's name, with no contrast intended.

This set of

examples shows that a text which originally had stress in a spoken
performance could be ambiguous in a written representation.

In the

written texts of BH we do not have access to the stress and therefore
can not claim that we know that there is a marked foc us due to
phonological accenting.

This may very well be the source of

uzzles

about certain cruxes, such as the comment by the serpent L.'1 Gen. 3:1:

Has God said ... ?
This example, whose translation is traditional, has called forth a
wide spectrum of comment, from Speiser's remark that an interrogative
sense would be "without parallel" to Westermann ' s comment that it is not
necessary to add the bterrogative particle.

In the middle of this is

Skinner, who says that the text "requires but a slight interrogative
inflexion of the voice to yield the shade of meanL11.g .. 11168

The remark

168 J. Skinner, A Critical and Exeaetical Commentary on Genesis
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark Ltd, 1910): 74, " ... requires but a slight
interrogative inflexion of the voic e to yield the shade of meaning given
above." E. Speiser, Genesis (Garden City: Doubleday & Company, 1964):
23, "The interrogative sense which is generally ass umed for Heb. 'ap ki
in this single passage would be without parallel..." and C. Westermann ,
Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, tra n s lated by J ohn J. Scullion (Minneapolis:
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by Skinner shows that we can only guess that the written version of
the text had a voice inflexion which pointed to a question.

The context

may favor such an interpretation, but there is no marked focus in. the
text.

The very proof we need is not present in the text.
If this approach to the definition of emphasis e xclude s non-textual

highlighting it also, for the same reason, excludes non-textual reference .
A speaker may use marked focus which has its referent in the non-

textual environment.

People who are close friends or mates often have

ongoing conversations which extend over long periods of time.

For that

reason one of the parties can make a statement with marked focus whose
referent is obvious to the other friend, but not at all to any bystander-.
Or, a writer may be unsuccessful in his attempt to conve y his point,
hence the reference may be unclear.

Whatever the reason is, the

context does not reveal the reference to which the highlighting points.
We do not know, therefore, what the discourse function of the
highlighting is.

6.2.5 This Approach is Open -Ended

This definition of emphasis is closed in the sense that it limits
emphasis to :rhetorical highlighting, but open in the sense that it leaves
open the kfads of discourse functions such highlightii--ig may have.

Past

studies usually identified emphasis with one or two discourse functions

Augsburg Publishi.'1g House, 1984) : 185, "It is not n ecessary to add the
interrogative particle to :'jN. "
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and then said other cases of marked focus were something else.

This

approach allows for the discovery of any new functions of such focus.
One problem ar-ea which needs further study, as I see it, is what
Muraoka calls emphasis, or what Waltke, O'Connor call psychological
focus .

Where such examples can not appeal to clear conte}:tual criteria

we may be involved :in the same type of uncertainty as those cases in
BH where we may reasonably suspect but cannot demonstrate
phonological stress, such as those examples given above.

6.3 Conclusion

After this review of the problem of emphasis, :includir1g the older
standard view of emphasis, the contributions of modern linguistic
studies, of modern discussions of BH, and a new definition of emphasis,
we can now turn to investigate the individual discourse functions of
either word order shifts or the pleonastic pronoun :in the corpus, Dt. 411.

Chapter 7

Fronting

7 .0 Introduction

The term fronti.rig refers to the displacement of a major sentence
element to the front of the clause, changing its position from the normal
(most frequent) to an initial position.169

Whenever such a displacement

occurs the question then arises whether this shift L.'1.dicates some
discourse function.
The only clause types which can have fronting are the asyndetic
and disjunctive clauses.

Within these clauses not all the elements are

candidates for fronting.

In general, what determi.11.es marking is the

difference between the sequence of the waw consecutive and the other
clause.

Within each of the two types, namely, the asyndetic clause an d

169 D. Crystal, Dictionary of Linguistics: 129. Quirk, Comprehensive
English Grammar: 1377 , defines fronting "as the term we apply to the
achievement of mar ked theme by moving into initial position an item
which is otherwise unusual there.
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the disjunctive clause, the sequences are of impor tance.

For instance,

in the asyndetic clause the percent of the relative sequence verb-object
ver sus object-verb is 83/17.

This indicates that the writers do not

choose the marked object-verb (marked in relation to the waw
consecutive) sequence very often.

To put this differently, they

highlight objects in the asyndetic clause only seventeen perc ent of the
time.

The reverse is the case fo r the disjunctive clause, which

highlights the object seventy percent of the time.

7 .0.1 The Asyndetic Clause a..T'l.d Fronting

We have already seen from the statistics of the asyndetic clause
that the relative sequence of the verb and subject is of no significance.
The statistics indicate that there is no question of subject and verb
order in this clause which is in opposition to the waw consecutive
order.

For this reason, we can not speak of the 'fronting' of a subject

in an asyndetic clause in BH.
subject-verb is marked.

To do so assumes that the sequence

As far as the verb and subject are concerned

the opposition between the asyndetic clause and the waw consecutive is
ii.~ terms of the absence of a waw.

We can not therefore expect emphatic

sequences in the asyndetic clause due to subject fronting in BH. 170
This means that verb and subject order within the as:yndetic clause is
independent of the wa w consecutive.

170 The apparent exception to this, of course, is pleonastic pronoun

as subject in a. finite ver bal clause which is asyndetic. The presence of
the pleonastic pronoun alone constitutes marking. It is not subjectverb sequence-that marks the subject.
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7 .0.2 Disjunctive Clauses a.."1d Fronting

For disjunctive clauses it is the departure from the waw + verb
sequence that determines functional opposition.171

Beside the subject-

verb sequence only ma:rgins and objects qualify as possible elements for
fronting in either the as yndetic or the disjunctive clau se.

The fact that

70% of the disjunctive clauses have the order 0-V, as opposed to 30 96

for V-0, shows not that the V-0 order is unusual and marked, but that
the disjunctive clause has a high percentage of 0-V sequences either ii.1
contrast to the waw consecutive, with its constant V-0 order, or in
conjunction with the asyndetic clause which is 0-V about 20% of the
time.

7.1 The Corpus

We will examine valid cases of fronting in the corpus for their
discourse function.

In each case we will attempt to describe the textual

environment and possible function of fronting in the corpus.

7 .1.1 Fronti..'11.g for Contrast

171

i.
There is no intension to understate the facts. When we speak
of the waw consecutive we are not speaking sirr:ply of waw followed by a
certain sequence of elements. There are also necessary morphological or
accent changes.
J.
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There are 8 of 18 examples of fronting which secure contrast.

In

order of their occu:r:rence a:re:
Dt. 4:20

or,~ 1,;;;i,~ ii,,.,,

p'?r:, 'ii?/~

c~-:r~~j

:C"~~-',~ r':tl~ O'~~ti ',:,7
iiiii'

!i27

c:;it;":~;l

... the whole host of heaven ...
which the Lord your God apportioned
to all the nations under heaven.
But you the Lord took ...
V. 20 begir1s with the front:L.-ig of

C?~t$i

in order to call attention

to the contrast between Yahweh's treatment of the nations and Israel.
To the nations he allotted the host of heaven, but Israel he rescued and
made a special people for himself.
Andersen calls this inversion a case of antithesis by implicit
negation.

By 'implicit' he means that the contrast arises out of the

preceding general context and not out of the prece ding clause, i.e., the
referent of the highlighted item in 20a is an abstraction from the text in
15-19.

He does not intend to say that the contrast itself is only

implicit. 172

We agree, then, with Andersen' s definition of 'implicit ' as

long as it refers to textual material and not to logical inferences made
from the text.

172 . F. I. Andersen: Sentence: 180. He explains 'implicit' by noting
that "whereas a well-formed antithetical sentence is a two-clause
construction, an antithetical relationship may be realize d b et ween a
single clause and its general context, as when an antithetical clause is
placed alongsi e a n e ntire p a ragraph to bring ou t some kind of
contrast."
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The antithesis, then, is not between v. 20a and the preceding
clause, but between v. 20a and the preceding context.
necessary to weigh more than just one clause.

In this case it is

It will be essential to

analyze the sense of the preceding context.
In vv. 15-19 Israel is warned to guard their hearts.

They had

seen no form on the day of assembly when God spoke to them.

One

reason for this was to keep them from becoming corrupt by making an
idol for themselves, v. 16.

They were to be careful not to worship the

heavenly bodies which the Lord had allotted to all the nations.
The ongoi.rig subject in these verses is Israel (you guard
yourselves, for you did not see .. .the Lord your God ... lest you corrupt
and you make for yourselves ... lest you _oak .. and you ... you ... ).

The

topic, however, of these clauses is the danger that faces Israel, i.e.,
worshipping false gods.

The object of the last verb in the series of

waw consecutive clauses L.7. vv. 15-19 is them, i.e., all the heavenly
bodies.
The relative clause at the end of v. 19 then explains the divine
purpose of the heavenly bodies.

Yahweh allotted them to all the

nations.
This analysis shows that the ongoing subject (Israel) is in danger
of making idols or of worshiping the heavenly bodies as gods (the
ongoing topic).
heavenly bodies.

The relative clause clarifies the purpose of the
Yahweh allotted them to the nations.

This implies that

the heavenly bodies, ostensibly as objects of worship, belong to the
nations, not to Israel.

It is necessary to analyze the whole paragraph,

not just the relative clause, to see this point.

Once this is said, it is
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clear that fronted Lntroduction of the pronoun

c;,r:,1...Lntroduces

clear contrast between Israel and the nations.

The contrast is:

a

The Lord gave the nations false gods;
But you he saved. 173
Dt. 5:3

It was not with our fathers the Lord cut this covenant,
But with us, those here today, all of us alive.

The fronting of the prepositional phrase is part of an explicit
contrast.

The contrast is supported lexically by the combination of the

negative ~', and the ':P, and syntactically by the fronted prepositional
phrase in the next clause.

The presence of the marked word order

withLn a normally structured antithesis Lndicates the possible
combLnations the speaker could use to pose contrast.
In addition, the double apposition in v. 3 adds to the overall
antithesis.

The repetition invokes two powerful facts to make the

contrast explicit and unusually forceful:

173 A. Dillmann, Die Bucher Numeri. Deuteronomium, 8, Joshua
(Leipzig: KEH, 1886): 256, says, "Israel dagegen hat Gott ( wahrend er die
Volker dem Dienst der Naturmachte hingegeben hat) zu seinem
Erbeigenth umvolk ausgenommen." Cf. Dt. 29:26 .
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Ot'iJ 71tl
C':'r'.!

ii'?~

~J,~
T •••

... but with us,
those here today,
all of us alive.

The .:independent pronoun ~)r,ta~ acts as a tag pronoun, rei.D.forcing
the adversative construction.174 The two clauses in apposition, 'those
of us here today' and 'all of us alive' emphasize the living generation of
Israelites in contrast to the patriarchs, who were not participating in
the Sinaitic covenant.

The phrase 'those of us here today' contrasts

with ' not with our fathers ' by virtue of those here and those not here,
whereas the phrase 'all of alive' contrasts by differentiating between
the fathers, who are dead and the present Israelites who are alive.
Dt. 6:13

It is the Lord your God alone you shall fear,
it is He whom you shall serve,
and it is in His name you shall take your oaths.
Beginning with the asyndetic clause 'the Lord you shall fear'
there are three coordi.riated i.n.junctions.
a fronted element.

Each of the three clauses has

Two background elements point to contrast.

First of

174 B. L. Bandstra, The Syntax of the Particle 'KY' in Biblical
Hebrew and Uqaritic: 86f, defines tagging as follows: "Noun phrases or
suffixes can be echoed by an independent pronoun. This 'tag along'
pronoun marks as topic the element it follows."
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all the imperative in v . 13, 'do not forget the Lord' sets the tone for
this contrast and secondly, v. 14 'do not follow after other gods' make s
it explicit.

It is the Lord

The Israelites are not to forget the Lord.

they are to worship, not other gods; it is the Lord they shall ser v e , not
the gods of the surrounding nations; and, it is in Yahweh's name they
shall swear, not by the names of the nations' gods.

Beginning with ' do

not forget' in v. i2 there is a negative, then three positive in junctions,
then , in v. 14 another negative.
Dt. 7:6b

~~ 1~!:l~t;'l Cij'?.'~~~

1'i'.f, . ~ i"11ii'7 iir,~ ttii'i~ cp "~
ii'n? cp7 ;, ni,07 1'0·a,~ it1it'

i~

1~

... and you are to burn their idols with fire,
for you are a people holy to the Lord your God .
You alone the Lord chose to be a people prized
more hig hl than all the nations on the earth.
Here the contrast is supplied by the immediate context and the
clause itself.

To say the Lord chose them OUT OF all the nations on the

face of the earth indicates the cont rast is with ' all the nations on the
face of the earth.' The piling up of attributives ('all the' and 'on the
face of the earth') brings even more prominence to the contrast.

In

this case the b ackg r ound element which supplies the contrasting member
is within the same clause.

Although there is no need to iook in a

nearby clause or context for any contrast, the preceding verse does
s upply its rationale .

Israel is to burn the idols of the people because

they are special; they are holy to Yahweh.

7:6b then supplies the
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explicit contrast.

We could say t he contrast is between the whole (all

the nations) and a small part (Israel).
Dt. 8:3b

':P ir".tiii 1;ir,7
C,St'! ii~rr i'i~( CrJ'.ptr,?1 ~-,
c-,,:~n i't'ii' im,,-,;i t{3io-i,~-,1' ,::
'.

": 'r"

\' :

'

T

T

-

... so He could make you know that:
it is not by bread alone that man lives
But by e very utterance of God .. .

These clauses indicate the goal of God's testing and provision.
Yahweh wanted to show Israel two things in their wilderness testing.
He removed the usual supplies of nature which man d epen ds on.
removal of provision worked in two ways.

Tri.is

First, i.7. vs 2, it "under mined

the shallow bases of confidence of those who were n ot truly rooted and
grounded in God." 175

Secondly, in v. 3, it forced them to flee to

Yahweh alone as the one who could supply them with their needs forsurvival.
The contrast is set up first by the two fronted prepositional
phrases and then by the '~ ..~? antithesis.

These two eleme nts indicate

that 'not by bread alone' 'and e v ery utterance of God' are in semantic
contrast.

The three signals of this contrast are positional, lexical

('':P .. ~?), and then seman+ic.

175 P. Craigie, The Book of Deuteronomy (Grand Rapids : Eerdmans,
1976): 185
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We may conclude that contrast, or antithesis, can be secured i n
one of several ways, or in combination, here both by . the word order
and by lexical means (the use of conjunctions and the negative adverb).
Dt. 9:5

C~7lJ1"l~ r'io/}7 ~; iU;)t,; l~:;,.7 -,~;~~ 1i7\i?':7~ ~-?
1'~~? C~'".'lit.:I i'ij·?~ iiiil' :i'?~~ C~Uij r'll1tp}~ '~
It is not because of your righteousness or
because of your natural equity
that you are goLi.g to inherit the land.
Rather, it is because of the wickedness
of these nations that the Lord your God
is expelling them before you.
In this verse the nou ns 'righteousness' and ' wickedness' are
fronted in two successive clauses.176

Deviation from the normal word

order signals the prominence of the words.

The meaning of the two

words in prominent position :indicates the reason for the fronting.
Semantics shows that we have a contrast.
contrast.

This alone indicates the

In addition, the use of the words ,~ .. .N? preceding each

clause creates a stronger contrast.

The point is "It is not because of

your righteousness that the Lord is bringing you to inherit the land;
rather, it is because of the wickedness of the nations that he is driv:ing
them out before you."

This example is striking because it indicates that

176 . V. 4 has a difficult textual problem,. unless Lohf:ink's suggestion
of rereading the consonants is correct, N. Lohfink, Das Hauptgebot: Eine
Untersuchung literarischer Einleitungsfragen zu Dtn 5-11 (Rome:
Pontifical Bible Institute, 1963) : 63. If so , we should have a set of
complementary nouns fronted :in conjunctive clauses, in contrast to v. 5,
which contrasts these same fronted nouns. An attractive suggestion
rhetorically, but it is probably :incorrect.
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the semantic contrast set up by righteousness and wickedness is
brought to the fore by the fronting of the prepositional phrases.
Dt. 10:15

:n~~~r~~i

f;tt, C~~~'tl 'Ptp!i C:~~ 0 °l'if?~ i11ii'7 10
criiN ii~Ptt? i!1ii' ~r:i "TI?:i~~ pj

Behold, the heavens, and the highest heavens,
the earth and everything in them belong to the Lord.
Yet it was on the fathers the Lord set his affection
by loving them.
There are two elements in the context of 10:14,15 that indicate that
the fronted prepositional phrase in 10:15 signals contrast.
v. 14 shows that Yahweh is the Lord of all creation.
that is not His.

First of all,

There is nothing

In 15b the creation is narrowed to the fathers, and

then to their descendants, out of all the nations.

From the totality of

all things to all the nations, to the fathers, and finally, to their
descendants, the people of Israel, Yahweh has directed his love, has
made his choice.

This makes the contrast explicit.

The contrast is

between the Lord's ownership of the totality of the creation and his
special love for the fathers.

This is another example of totality versus

a small part.
Furthermore, it is this contrast which is the point of the section.
Vv. 14,15 act as a motivator for the commands given indirectly in 12,13.
It is because of this contrast that Israel should exercise gratitude to
Ya hweh.

By his grace they are a special people and have experienced
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his special care.
and soul.

Therefore they should love him with all their heart

Here again the word order phenomenon is strategic.

Dt. 4:12
O"~~~
.

Ct::i~
0'~:T
.
.. ?ip

You heard words;
Yet, you saw no form.
In this verse the pair 'voice of words' and 'form' are fronted i.1'1
two successive participial clauses.
proposition 'you saw a form'.

The negative existential denies the

This raises the question whether 'not

seeing a form' is in contrast with 'you heard words.'

The exceptive

phrase 'only a voice' at the end may indicate a contrastive
understandi.r1g of the two revelatory experiences: 'You heard words, but
you saw no form - you only heard a voice.'

The reason for the

exception is clearly important to the theology of Deuteronomy.

The

people's experience of Yahweh at Horeb gave them no warrant to
construct an image.
This is the only example of contrast for what we call below
'conjunctive pairi..rig.'

The use of such stark contrast seems unusual,

but is no real surprise.

If more such examples can be found in further

examination of longer stretches of text we could conclude that this
pairing can be used for contrast.
least by analogy with English.
first showing the:ir similarities.

The reason is not far to fmd, at

The way we often contrast things is by
The difference from the examples
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discussed in the next section is that there is real two contrast between
two clauses in this example.

7.1.2 Non-Contrastive Examples

There are a number of examples of fronting where no contrastive
emphasis exists.

The large size of the sample, over 50% (10 of the 18

examples) of the whole, requires some exaITU.1~ation of the environment to
see if other patterns exist, i.e., if fronti.rig indicates other clause
functions in addition to contrastive emphasis.

7 .1.2.l Conjunctive Pairing

One example where no contrast exists is Dt. 9:9, a verse repeated
at 9:18, which refers to Moses fasting on the mount:

;,',,', Cl"l'~i~"l Ci" O'l!'~iM ii'!~ :::l!UN'l
T:,..

•-:-;

-:

:'n"n~ N? o~i
•

•

T

• -

~f, on,

'T;

,r-,',::)~
•

!

-

t'

-

T T

':

"''''l'

•:

I stayed on the mount forty days and nights.
Bread I did not eat and water I did not drin k.

The direct objects of these two clauses are fronted.

There is

obviously no contrast, but is there a reason to assign focal prominence
to these two objects?

The objects are complementary, not contrastive.
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This may indicate that pr-everbal fronting· can be used to mention
normally collocated items (also see 2:6,28 and esp. 29:5).177
This analysis does not deny that the asyndetic sentence as a
whole may be functioning as an adverb to the preceding waw
consecutive clause.

Th.is would suggest a rendering such as the

following:

I stayed on the mount forty days and nights,
Neither eating bread nor drinking water.
The problem with this suggestion is the fact that adverbial clauses have
not been studied carefully.

The amount of research, past and present,

on the syntactic function of the adverbial clause is very scanty.
Waltke-O'Connor have noted that the relationship of such clauses to
their context, lacking syntactic markers (such as a subordinating
conjunction), depend on the semantic relationship of the clauses to each
other-.178

To investigate the relationship of clauses semantically would

demand a great deal of care and caution.

This is particularly so

177 • Collocation refers to the tendency for pairs of words to occur
together, in this case a conjunction of words which are the same part of
speech. D. Crystal, A Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics: 55, says
the term is used "to refer to the habitual co-occurrence of individual
lexical items ... linguistically predictable to a greater or lesser extent." Cf.
H. Matthews: Syntax, 5,6,10. One set of examples relates to types of
words used for description. For example "The milk looks sour" and
"The meat looks bad". The two sentences would not switch the
predicate nominatives, and not because of syntax or even semantics.
One simply does not nor-mally use those predicates in such a way. We
expect them to co-occur as given in the above citations. Likewise, some
parrs of words tend to occur together , such as 'food and drink', 'heaven
and earth', 'light and darkness.'
178 B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: § 38.lh.
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because there are often several possible explanations which would seem
semantically satisfying.
Even when a suitable answer to this problem is given, it is still
the case that asyndetic sentences often exhibit the feature of a
conjunctive pairing of clauses, and that the two clauses have a
relationship to each other that might be summed up in the terms
collocation, complementarity, or the like.

Dt. 4:36 is an important example of this collocation:

o;r:,~7

i',p-r;~ iir~tiii'.1 c~~~'07~

i'l(i"T¥0 ;w~f$

1~.,()

r,~~"""'-21

From heaven he proclaimed to you his voice ... ,
and on the earth he showed you his great fire.

The pairing of heaven and earth here amounts to a mensm.

4:32-40

accentuate the uniqueness of Yahweh by showing that there is no one
like him.

One basis for this conclusion in 4:35,39 is the unique

experience of Israel.

No nation had ever experienced such things: from

Adam's creation until now, no people had ever heard the voice of God
speaking from the fire, from one end of heaven to the other.
is God in heaven above and on the earth beneath, v. 39.

The Lord

The fronti.rig

of the meristic set in 4:36 contributes to the overall highlighting of this
theme. 179

s. Ullmann: Semantics: 153, suggests several uses in English
and French for collocated terms, including a) providing an outlet for
strong emotions, b) making one's meanLrig clearer and more emphatic, or
179 •
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Dt. 7:3

i);7 1?:Jt'.'17'f? '9?;!~
1~ 7 ~TT"M·, ir-:~,
Your daughter you shall not give to his son,
Nor his daughter shall you take for your son.
The fronting pairs 'his daughter' and 'your daughter' and the end
position pairs 'his son' and 'your daughter.'

Not only does the fronting

create marked focus by moving the direct object into a preverbal
position but the front/end pairi.TJ.g creates a nice balance.

To put it

differently , while the fronted pair creates a merism, the end pair rounds
off the pair and closes the marital circle.
creates an impressive device.

All in all the double pairs

This is not all, however.

observed a chiasm of suffixes: .. '9 .. 1· .. i· .. '9.180

Seitz has

These pronominal suffixes

are part of the double pairing, and the pronominal chiasm
'your..his .. his .. your' is a third element in the structurai parallelism of
the two clauses.

7.1.2.2 Discussion of Con junctive Pairing

This example is important for our attempt to understand the
reason for such fronti.TJ.g where there is neither contrast nor a change

even c) a contr astive effect.
180 G. Seitz, Redaktionsgeschicht1ic he St u dien zum Deuteronomiu m
(Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1971): 75.
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of topic.

Fronting may occur to signal a parring of items that normally

occur in a set.
such parring.

Certain types of interrelationships seem tailor made for
For example, the links between giving and taking· in

marriage are often expressed by using this complementary pairing.

Note

for example Gen. 34:9:

You!'.' daughters give to us and
our daughters take for yourselv es.
Also compare Gen. 34:21:

Their daughters we will take as wives,
and our daughters he will take for them.
The four non-contrastive examples exhibit some similarities which
suggest a common pattern for this structure.

All four frontings pair

elements together, whether identical, as in the case of Dt. 7:3 (daughters
with daughters, etc), or similar as in the case of Dt. 4:36, 9:9, 18
(bread and water, heaven and earth).
There are some interdisciplinary studies . which have suggestive
value, and some studies in BH which refer to such structures.

In

English, for example, fronting often secures a structural parallelism
between clauses when the items fronted i.i.1 the two clauses are
semantically and grammatically similar.

The unusual ord er of the first

clause may make us expect a second clause with such an order:
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My
My

paintings the visitors admired.
sculptures they disliked. 181

Quirk points out that the impression of a link between the two
initial noun phrases is reinforced by both the internal structure of the
two phrases and the lexical set to which both painting and sculpture
belong.

In this particular case the fronting indicates contrast, but this

is not necessarily so, as for example:

In London I was born, and in London I shall die.

For BH Andersen discusses just such an environment for pairings
of clauses he labels conjunctive clauses.182

According to Andersen the

fundamental identifying characteristic of the conjunctive clause is the
fact that each constituent clause has, or could have, the same
grammatical function as the conjunctive sentence as a whole.

Most

frequently the second clause has the same kind of predication, and i£
that predication is a fLr1ite verb, it has the same tense-aspect and mood.
Also the clauses often have the same subject.

Andersen concludes that

the result is often a kind of grammatical rhyme.
Although quite a few conjunctive sentences fall short of this idealr
what unites them, Andersen says, is not so much similarity of L.-iternal
content or structure, but similarity of external function.
these sentences indicate a kind of structural parallelism

By and large

m that the

181 Quirk, Comprehensive Enqlish Grammar: 1426,7.
182

F. Andersen, The Sentence in Biblical Hebrew: 97-118.
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subjects and verbs, and the margins as well are often either the same,
or, they are in some way correlative.

,r-,(,,i 'r:i~~ e,~:p~

For example, in Dt. 2:28 (cf. 2:6):

,~~

c~~

'n"n~, '7-1~1:i l!'J9~i

Sell me food for cash so I may eat
and give me water for money so I may drink.

The items 'food' and 'water' and 'eat' and 'drink' belong together as the
items and the activity of eating.
both clauses.
purc hasing.

The margin 'for money' is identical in

The verbs are similar in that both can be used for
The word collocational is a predicate which can descdbe

t he s emantic environment of the above example.

Food and word , eating

and drinking, and giving and buying all tend to occur togethe r as
pairs.
An example whose internal structure has less unity is found :in Ex.
15:25,

There he gave him a statute and an ordinance,
and there he tested him .
Grammatically each clause is adverb-verb-object, but there is no real
semantic unity between the two clauses: the verbs are not similar and
the objects are different.
of the fronted adverb.

What unifies the two clauses is the repetition

This conjunctive sentence has a location as its
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unifying factor .183

This results in a general statement, "There is

where this and that happened."

The reference, of course, is to Marah.

Both of the above examples exhibit fronting, the first one direct objects
and the second adverbs.

In neither of the cited cases is there

contrast; in both cases the fronting is repeated in two successive
clauses which are part of a conjunctive sentence.

In the first sentence

the fronted elements are correlative or collocational while in the second
they are identical.

Only in the first sentence can we speak of

collocation, or pairing of items that often occur together.

What the

sentences have in common is the formally identical fronted items, direct
objects in the first case and adverbs in the second.

It is these items

which 'co-relate' the two clauses.
Williams uses the overall term 'synchronism' for these examples, by
which he means simultaneous action. 184

While many of the non-

contrastive examples fit William's suggested term, Andersen is probably
closer to the facts when he states that the conjunctive sentence,
while not specially marked for simultaneity
or similarity, it is compatible with these
relationships and generally implies them. It
does not, hol[fver, highlight similarity or
simultaneity .
The facts suggest that Andersen's term conjunctive sentence is
the best overall label we can use for the various examples discussed.

183 Cf. Gen 49:31.
184 R. J. Williams, Hebrew Syntax: An Outline (Toronto: The

University of Toronto Press, 1967): § 235-237.
185 F .I. Andersen, The Hebr ew Sentence: 97.
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Any other labels may be useful for specifying subcategories.

For our

four examples, the term collocation is useful for Dt. 9:9,18, and merism
for Dt. 4:36.

Neither of these labels fits Dt. 7:3.

complementary is more specific for this verse.

Perhaps the term

Differ ent labels within

the broad category may only show the raD,ge of possibilities for such
conjunctive sentences.
Although Andersen does not mention it, almost all of the
conjunctive sentences he lists are asyndetic clauses followed by
disjunctive clauses, i.e., the conjunctive sentence is most often made up
of an asyndetic clause balanced with a following syndetic disjunctive
clause.
adverbs.

In addition , almost all of the examples are fronted objects or
A few exceptions are zero

+

S

+

V followed by waw

+

S

These exceptions, however, have pleonastic pronouns as subjects.

+

V.

The

marking then, is not fronting, since a preceding subject is not unusual;
it is lexical.

7.1.2.3 Fronting to Highlight Change of Topic

We have already noted this discourse function in the chapter on
E\11phasis, particularly in the view of Waltke- O'Connor.186

The

examples given below clearly fit this category.

Dt. 5:4

186 B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax : 39 .2. 3c.
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Face to face the Lord spoke to you
on the mount from the midst of the fire.
The fronted asyndetic adverbial accusative phrase does not present
an explicit contrast with any element in the context; it marks a change
in topic.

After setting the general situation of revelation at Sinai, the

asyndetic clause in v. 3 shifts the topic from covenant making in
general to the persons with whom the covenant is made.
again shifts the topic to the modality of revelation .

V. 4 then

V. 5, which is

subordi.riate to v. 4, further qualifies (but does not shift the topic) this
face-to-face revelation, by noting that Moses (paradoxically) stood in
between Israel and the Lord to declare the word of the Lord to them.
This shm is singularly appropriate to the introduction of the Ten
Words, which Yahweh spoke 'directly' to the sons of Israel.

It is the

clause in 5:4 to which

i~7.

circumstantial clause.

This also indicates that 5:4 introduces the Ten

belongs, and not to the following

Command men ts.
Dt. 7:5:

cz;,7

!!W~?j iij-c~ ,~

13r-ir:'I C('.'l'OM~i~

ori~tri
1!11''::f~I:'I c;:r:,,~~j
:rli~ i~~~i:I Cij"7'~~~
1i~~

Rather, tl:1is is what you shall do to them:
Their altars you must tear down
& their pillars you break up
& their Asherah you must cut down.
& their idols you must burn with fire.
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This list of 4 items fronted in Dt. 7:5 begins asyndetically and
establishes a content for the injunctive clause C~ ~tv~~ ii~.

We can say

that the list is further evidence of collocation, the grouping of similar
items.

Collocation, however, is probably not the reason for the fronting

of these four items.

In addition to the collocation there is the

introduction of a new topic.
material (cf. Lev. 18).

Such 'listing' occurs often in the legal

The preceding verses in 7:2-4 represent the

opposite of the contrast 'don't do this, rather, do that.'

This verse

introduces the positive side of Israel's response to gaining their
inheritance from the Lord.

We can say, therefore, that there are two

coinciding reasons for the fronted list of items in this verse, collocation
and the introduction of a new topic.

Finally, this fronting of items to

introduce a new topic may influence the highlighting in 7:25.

Dt. 7:25

rli~f' i~::l".'lWI:'I
Ci)'?~ ~i;t~

:::iv::,·~, ,,,~~
~?

,r~r;it:nf',

The idols of their gods you shall burn with fire;
Do not covet the silver or gold on them.

The rhetorical problem here is the fronting of
clause.
gods.'

'?"Q~

in the first

There is nothing in the context to contrast with 'idols of your
The fronting of the cultic item is reminiscent of 7:5, but it is

more important to recognize that there is a change L."l topic .

The
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precedLr1g verses, 7:17-24, constitute a unit whose topic is the injunction
to Israel not to fear their enemy.

The motivating factor is God's action

on their behalf.
7:25 begins a small instructional section with a new topic, the

injunction to destroy the images of the nations' gods .
this case is the negative covenant sanction, t he

c-,~.

The motivation m
The conclusion is

that the fronting focuses on the images of the gods because that is the
topic of the ensuing section.

Dt. 8:1

Every command I command you today
Be careful to keep.

In the above examples fronted asyndetic clauses either introduce
either new sections or a shift L.7. topic.

In this case ii"t3~i-',:>
is fronted
1': . -

to introduce a new section with a new topic.

i"

There is no contrast

involved.
An analysis of the context indicates the clear beginning of a new
section.

8:1 is an injunction to keep all the commands of God.

8:2-5

represents a motivation from the past to be obedient to all the
commands of the Lord.

8:6 picks up the t<:pic agam with a renewed

bjunction to keeps the commands of the Lord.

The renewed injunction

is motivated by future blessing in the land Lrl 8:7-10.

A third section,

8:11-18, warns agamst forgetting the Lord and his commands.

The basis
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for- the war-ning is the blessing the land r-epr-esents.

When Israel is

sated from such blessing she may be tempted to forget God.

Finally,

8:19,20 gives the ultimate warning of destr-uction from the land if Isr-ael
does not heed the voice of God.
This analysis gives good r-eason to believe that 8:1 is not simply a
new topic for the section 8:1-5, but also for the entire chapter.

7 .1.2.4 Resumption of Topic

Dt. 5:22 does not begin a new topic; it resumes the topic after the long
citation of the Ten Words:

0;)'?02-1:,~-,~

i11i1'

,f,:T i17,~i)

0'}~;!i'..'l-rl~

These words the Lord spoke to your whole assembly.

It is tempting to see a second function for the fronting here indicating a contrast between these Ten Words and the commands.

It

can be argued that two factors combine to indicate the conti::-ast: a) the
demonstrative 'these' and b) the words "He added no more" at the end
of the verse, i.e., "it was these woi::-ds and no others." The same two
reasons apply, however, as an indication of topical resumption.

The

'these' simply poL11.t to the Ten Words just cited, and 'these words and
no others' argue that the words just cited and no more are the words
Yahweh spoke to Israel face to face.
The verse also has a redactional function because it
this section after the citation of the Ten Words.

closes out

The remark takes up
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the prior narrative and closes it before the beginning of the next
section.

Dt. 10:20

Fear the Lord your God alone and serve him alone.
Cling to him alone and swear in his name alone.

The four injunctives comprise a conjunctive sentence which begins
asyndetically and begin the last section in this chapter, 10:20-22.

There

is no contrast here, but a change of topic from the preceding
injunction.
Not only is there a change of topic, but there is also a return to
the theme begun in v. 12.

This fronting, then, indicates a resumptive

topic which ends and r efocuses the initial subject matter.

7 .2 Conclusion

Fronting is a focus - marking mechanis m.

There are clear examples

which divide into three clear categories, contrast, conjunctive pairing,
and shift/ resumption of topic.

The presence of three different

categories demonstrates t he importance of contextual analysis and a
textual basis for ascertain:ing t he function of marked word order.
On a formal level all three of the discourse functions are fronted
objects, adverbial accusatives, or prepositional phrases.

These patterns
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call for the investigation of a wider range of text.

If a fuller study

shows the same patterns we may conclude that the fronting of an
object, an adverbial accusative or of a prepositional phrase amounts to a
special focusing device to mark contrast, conjunctive sentences, and
change in topic in BH. 187

187 Josh. 1:14 a,b is an example where an asyndetic clause with the

order subject noun - finite verb is contrastive, but this is due to the
clause in 14b which has a pleonastic pronoun.

Chapter 8

The Cleft Sentence

8 .0 Introduction

The term cleft sent ence, borrowed from English,1 88 is applied
here to the construction in BH classically called the casus pendens.189
After a general consideration of the cleft sentence in English we will
discuss the nature of the casus pendens in BH a nd then consider the

188 Quirk, Comprehensive English Grammar: 1383 ff. I am dependent
on Quirk for this part of the presentation. Also see H. Harries-Delisle,
"Contrastive Emphasis and Cleft Sentences," ed . J. Greenberg, Universals
of Human Lanquage 4 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1978):
419-487.
189 For a new, primary study of the casus pen dens construction in
BH, see W. Gross, Die Pendenskonstruktion in biblischen Hebraisch (St.
Ottilien: EOS, 1987). His study does not consider the literary functions
of the construction and he uses the term emphasis without defining it
or its use. See F. I. Andersen's review of the book in Biblica 69 (1988)
436-439_. For an investigation of the literary use (contrastive emphasis)
of the casus pendens see S. Geller, "Cleft Sentences with Pleonastic
Pronoun: A Syntactic Construction of Biblical Hebrew and Some of Its
Literary Uses" Journal of the Ancient Near Eastern Society, forthcoming.
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appropriateness of applying the term to the BH construction.

Finally,

we will consider the functions of the construction in the corpus.

8.1 The English Cleft Sentence

The cleft sentence is one of the principal grammatical means of
focussing in. English. 190

As its name indicates it involves the division

of a sentence into two elements.

For an example, the sentence:

I admire his boldness.

may be divided into two clauses to highlight the element of boldness Ln
some way:

It is his boldness I admire.

In English each of the resultant clauses has its own verb; the first
clause uses the dummy pronoun 'it' as a subject (an empty theme) and
the second clause is a relative clause.
In general the cleft sentence enables the user to select which
element of the sentence will be highlighted.

From the sentence:

Julie buys her vegetables in the market.

at least three alternative cleft sentences may be constructed:
190 A. Cruttenden, Intonation: 80.
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1. It is Julie who buys her vegetables in the market.

2. It is her vegetables that Julie buys in the market.
3. It is in the market that Julie buys her vegetables.

In these constructions the element after the verb to be receives focus.
In this way, as Quirk puts it, the cleft sentence "provides unerrir1g
guidance to the reader in silently assigning appropriate prosody .11191
This says that the cleft sentence is a syntactic guide to emphasis.

The

means, however, by which the prosody is assigned depends on the
relationship of the context with the items of focus in the two parts of
the cleft sentence.
The sentence, in fact, provides divided focus, i.e., there are two
focal points within the construction, one in each clause.

The particular

use of these focal points and the resulting prominence or emphasis
depends on the context. 192

For example, the following two situations

will shift the focus in such a way that one item is more dominant:

A.

You should criticize his BOLDness.
No, it is his BOLDness that I adMIRE.

B.

You should ignore his BOLDness.
No, it is his ARrogance that I shall ignore.

In A, because boldness is already given and admire is new, the
dominant item will be admire and boldness will have a secondary focus.

191 Quirk, Comprehensive English Grammar: 1384.

examples are taken from Quirk.
192 Ibid., 1384.

The preceding
Emphasis (capitalization) his.
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In A, although boldness is highlighted as the topic of conversation, the
prominent contrast is between criticize and admire, although the cleft
sentence in A also sets off boldness in contrast to other implied
characteristics of the person in question.
In B the contrast is between boldness and arrogance.

The word

ignore is given and arrogance is new, creating a primary prominence on
arrogance.

This prominence, 1.7. turn, finds a contrast with the word

boldness in the preceding clause.
These examples indicate that one function of the cleft sentence in
English is to indicate contrastive emphasis.

Another function is to make

explicit the division between given and new parts of the communication.
For instance, if the cleft sentence,

It is John who is going to the races

is a response to the question,

Who is going to the races?

the prominence assigned to the predicate in the first clause of the cleft
sentence functions to adjust the focus according to what is presupposed
in a given utterance .193

The use of the cleft sentence to mark John

shows that the information is new.

It would be necessary to stress the

word John in initial position in the uncleft.ed version of this:

193 Ibid., 1365, 6.
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[Who is goL.'l.g to the r-aces?J
John is going to the races.194

These two uses of the cleft sentence in English are due to the
combination of focus marking and contextual implication.

As a prosodic

device the cleft sentence is a more complicated application of focus than
fronting or intonation, but it also allows more nuanced use of
contrastive emphasis in a context, as well as an explicit way of
highlighting what is informationally important.1 95

8.2 Casus Pendens in BH196

In BH the term casus pendens is applied to constructions which
prepose one or more elements prior to a full clause.

These preposed

elements do not constitute a clause and are in some way related to the

194 J. Lyons, Semantics II: 509 notes, "Roughly speaki..rig,

expressions that convey new information are stressed, and expressions
conveying information that the speaker presents as given, or
recoverable from context, are unstressed." Harries-Delisle, "Cleft
Sentences": 422, notes that cleft sentences are equational sentences
which establish an identity between a known or presupposed entity and
a focused entity which represents the new information. The meaning of
the term 'new' has contextual constraints. As J. Halliday notes, the
information may not be strictly new but only be a matter of contrast
with what has been said before or what might be expected. "Grammar,
Society, and the noun." Inaugural lecture 1966, University College,
London, 205,206, cited by Harries-Delisle, "Cleft Sentences":437.
195 Ibid., 89.
196 For a careful consideration of the history of this discussion see

W. Gross, Pendenskonstruktion: 132-145.
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following clause, often including a syntactic relationship signalled by the
resumptive in the following independent clause.
The term is easily applied to the verbal clause which is so
constructed.

The following are some examples of verbal types of the

casus pendens (with a literai gloss):
a. Object focus
~,~~t:, i?i" C:?,t;'I~ i'l~~ '~~~ "i~ 1??0?~ n~
Everything I am commanding you,
it you shall be careful to do. Dt. 13:1
b. Subject focus

·:r;~~ .,~11~

,~n=11

;~ii?

ii~tti
~:l.'< M~i'l
<
T

Joshua, the son of Nun,
who is standing before you
he will go there. Dt. 1:38
c. Other element focus

As for all the sacred gifts of the Israelites,
I give them to you as your share... Num . 18:8
In the example in Dt. 13:1 an object clause is preposed to the
complete clause 'it shall you do.'

The independent personal pronoun 'it'

in the complete clause resumes the preposed 'everything I command
you.'

This resumption provides cohesion with the preposed element and

the complete clause.

Further, it is a syntactic connection inasmuch as

the resumptive usually agrees with the major element in the preposed
clause in number, gender and person .
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8.2.1 Problems with the Traditional Classification

There are problems, however, both with the traditional label, casus
pendens, as well as with explanations of the construction.

Since there

are no case morphemes in BH, the use of the term casus can be
misleading .197

Secondly, there are problems :in the way the

construction is classified, especially by those grammarians who follow
the model of Arabic.
The Arabic model categorizes sentences as verbal or nominal
according to whether the subject is after the verb (or predicate) or
before it.

If a subject precedes a finite verb the sentence is nominal,

not verbal.

In addition, the Arabic model takes the preposed element as

the subject of the nominal sentence and the rest of the clause as the
predicate. 198
In this view any added resumptive pronoun :in the independent
clause (see above example, 1 Kgs 18:39) establishes a connection between
the subject and predicate, strengthens the subject by an emphatic
resumption, and thus creates a compound sentence. 199

The sentence

197 There are only remnants of earlier case endings.

is

Case in BH is

a matter of syntactic function, not of case endings.
198 w. Wright, A Grammar of the Arabic Language n 3 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1898, § 113,118,141,152. Also, W. Fischer,
Grammatik des klassischen Arabisch (Wiesbaden: Ofto Harrassowitz, 1972),
esp. § 368-370. Cf . A. B. Davidson, Hebrew Syntax (Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1902) § 106, who says, "Such s entences are composite; the subj.
is placed at the head :in an isolated position as casus pendens, and the
predication regarding it follows in a distinct sent .... "
199 W. Gross, Pendenskonstruktion: 134, referring to Gesenius'

Hebrew Grammar: § 141g.
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called compound for two reasons, first, because the pendens is the main
subject, and secondly, "since the predicate to the main subject consists
of an independent clause. 11200
Because this view represents the pendens as the subject and the
independent clause as the predicate it can not account for those cases
where the pendens is an object or some other clause element, as in the
above examples a & c. 201

In both examples the pendens can not be the

subject, nor even the complete predicate; it relates syntactically to only
a part of the predicate.

8.2.2 The Term Nominative Absolute

Another label which some use to describe this construction is

nominative absolute, a term which comes from the grammar of the
classical lan guages.202

The absolute part of the term implies that the

pendens is unrelated syntactically to the rest of the construction, i.e.,

200 E Kautzsch, Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar: § 141g.
201 In the Journal of Biblical Literature, 64, 1945, "Syntax Of The
Sentence In Hebrew", Th. Meek does not use the term casus pendens for
the construction with the direct object. He calls the objects 'virtual
subjects' and construes them as accusatives of specification. However,
he admits that these constructions 'look like' and 'function like' the
casus pendens. This is another reason a ,broader term is needed to
apply to constructions that look and function alike. If the analogy does
not fit well, we should look for a more appropriate one.
202 B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Svntax: 76, fn 13, "Casus
penden.s is a term from Latin grammar. . . The term nominative absolute

corresponds to the geni'dve absolute of Greek and the ablative absolute
of Latin; all three constructions are distinct."
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to the following independent clause,203 whereas the nominative part of
the term indicates that the pendens functions like a nominative case.
The label is more accurate than casus pendens; it shows that the
pendens does not function as the subject of the whole clause, but is
more loosely attached syntactically.

The presence of the resumptive

pronoun in the independent clause is a problem for this interpretation,
however, because the pronoun relates the full clause syntactically to the
pendens.

In addition, the fact that the pendens is often accusative or

has an element that can not be construed as a nominative, also tells
against this view.

For these reasons I prefe r the approach of Gross in

his assessment that the construction is unique; it is neither compound
nor simple.204 The presence of the pendens :indicates that the
construction is not a simple clause, and the fact that the pendens is not
the subject of the following full clause shows that the construction is
not a compound sentence.

8.2.3 A Nominal Casus Pendens?

203 G. Winer, A Grammar of the Idiom of the New Testament
(Philadelphia: Smith, English & Co., 1877): 181, says that absolute cases
are "cases wb.ich are not wrought :into the grammatical structure of the
sentence, - cases which are grammatically isolated, and have only a
logical connection with the sentence." Cf. W. Good w:in, C. Gulick, Greek
Grammar (Boston: Ginn & Co., 1930): § 1156, 1570. and C. Bennett, New
Latin Grammar (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1963) § 227. G Wheelock, Latin
Grammar, College Outline Series, (New York: Barnes & Noble, 1974): 111,
fn 1, cautions that "Though the ablative absolute came to be regarded
as somewhat loosely connected with the rest of the sentence it is not
quite so 'absolute' as the term suggests."
204 W. Gross, Pendenskonstruktion: 38.
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There are Ln. fact at least two competing interpretations of the
nomir1al clause which has three rather than two major elements.

Some

examples are:

a. Clause of identification

Yahweh, he is God. 1 Kgs. 18:39
b. Clause of classification

1'7¥

iQil'

;ir:,~ "'lo/.~

ci~rt ,~

llrlii ~-nt;r;T~

As for the place where you are standing
it is holy ground. Ex. 3:5

If we identify this construction as a casus pendens type, as does,
for example, Driver, we explain the initial element as a preposed
pendens.205

In the first example in 1 Kgs. 18:39 Yahweh would be the

pendens and the ii7.dependent personal pronoun ' he', followed by 'God'

would be the subject and predicate of a complete sentence.
Furthermore, the ' he' would be a resumptive pronoun, resuming the
preposed subject 'Yahweh.'
There are many, however, who have disagreed with this approach
to the nominal construction.206

Gross cites the positions of

205 S. R. Driver, Tenses: §§ 198-200.
206 See especially the discussion of W. Gross, Pendenskonstruktion:

5.4.
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Brockelmann, to some degree Gesenius' Grammar, Meyer, and Jouon.207
To refer only to the argument of Brockelmann, he gives several reasons
why the independent personal pronoun in such constructions is a
copula:208
a. the pronoun occurs also in nominal clauses with an
indeterminate adjectival predicate, Gen 34:21:

m,t-t
T

'

Ci1 C'O?tti
'"

•

••

;

n,~it
"," •·

T

C"tvlNil
'

T -: T

These men are at peace with us.

b. the pronoun occurs with a preceding predicate, Lam 1:18:
iiiil' ~iii

P':i~

The Lord is righteous.
c. the third person pronoun occurs where the subject is first or
second person, Psa 44:5:

You are my king.

d. there are also clauses with the sequence noun - pronoun -

noun which are begun with the verb 'to be.'

This is supposed to

demonstrate that the pronoun must be a copula, 1 Kgs 18:24.

207 Ibid., 133-35.
208 C. Brockelmann, Hebraische Syntax: § 30.
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C'i,-~t~i'I ~~ii UM~ ;-m,,1ttiN C'if?~i'I
•

•: : T

•• t"

'.' "' ; -

·:

-:

•

•:: t°

il'm
T T :

And the God who answers with fue,
he is the true God.

Grass's response to this set of arguments has several
elements.209

On the grammatical level he considers the necessity of the

independent pronoun in such constructions, the analogy with its verbal
counterpart, the function it has in discourse, and the problem of
congruence between the pronoun and the subject.

In the last case he

points out that problems of congruence in the nominal clause are
linguistically unavoidable and do not support the copula interpretation .
With reference to any syntactic model he notes that the theory
which is able to explain the data in a unified way is t o be preferred.
The copula theory is a distinctive explanation whereas the pendens
theory understands the construction as a specific case of a widerranging syntactic arrangement.
He also r-emarks that the independent personal pronoun in such
nominal clauses is optional, because these types are in the minority
compared to the usual two-membered nominal clause.

Either, therefore,

the pronoun is an optional copula, comparable to the verb 'to be' in the
nominal clause, or we have an optional variant construction which has a
preceding pendens.

Against the view that we have a copula is the fact

that the independent p ronoun , in contr-ast to the verb 'to be' indicates
no content, whereas the verb 'to be' indicates tense or the fact that we
have a wish clause.
209

w.

Secondly, the pronoun Lr1dicates varied

Gross, Pendenskonstruktion: § 5.4.
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highlighting, depending on position.

Both of these features can be

observed in the usual pendens construction.
Not only do semantic and syntactic functions suggest that we have
a pendens construction, but also, by analogy with the verbal and
participial - pendens constructions, there are striking similarities between
the three-membered nominal clause and these constructions.
well the pronoun is a resumptive of the previous subject.
the nominal version of the clause be explained differently?

In these as
Why should
If the

Hebrew author had wished to construct a nominal casus pendens this is
how he would have done it.

Why should there be no casus pendens for

the nominal clause?210
Those who depend on the copula interpretation argue that the
pronoun makes it easier to identify and separate the subject and
predicate, and that often there is no recognizable emphasis.

This

explanation is not illuminating for the nominal clause with the sequence
determinate noun - indeterminate noun - pronoun.

The subject and

predicate are simple to identify because of the difference in
determination, and if the pronoun is to accomplish this function it comes
too late, at the end of the clause.

Often, in fact, the resumptive is

chosen because of the length of the pendens (due to several relative
clauses, a finite continuation of an attributive participial, insertion of
direct speech); in such a case the relation of subject, or initial element,
to the rest of the clause would otherwise be unclear.

210 We might add, that if Andersen is correct that there is no
emphasis in the normal nominal clause, this construction supplies that
emphasis.
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The most difficult problem is those cases where a personal
pronoun is a first or second person and is resumed by a third person
pronoun.

Gross says that even these cases do not demonstrate the

copula theory.

In order to evaluate this argument Gross observes that

it is first necessary to assess the congruence between the element to be
resumed and the resumptive element under all four categories of
determination, number, genus and person.
In cases of determination where the preposed element is
indeterminate and the resumptive pronoun is definite the difference in
definiteness is unavoidable, since the pronoun is always definite.
Further the discrepancy is not between the subject and the predicate
but between the preposed element and the resumptive element.

He notes

that these cases are different and do not contribute to the present
discussion.
For problems of gender, he asks the question how a pronoun
might react if both the substantives related to each other as subject
and predicate differ?

If the difference is only in gender the

resumptive pronoun as a rule agrees with the subject to be resumed,
not with the predicate which follows or precedes the pronoun.211
When the difforence is only in number the pronoun agrees with
the resumed subject.212

When both number and gender disagree the

pronoun agrees with the predicate.213

The examples for this subgroup,

211 Examples are Dt 4:24, 10:9, Ex. 3:5, Neh 8:10.

'Gegenbeispiel.'
212 Ezek 11:17, Ex 32:16.
213 Lev 25:33, Jer 10:3.

Dan 8:21 is a
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however, are so few they are not sufficient to say we can make
syntactic inferences.
Gross gives examples of dilierences in p e r son in or dinary nominal
clauses and shows that ther e is n othing u nusual about such
differences. 214

In the set of examples for the unusual nominal clauses

he finds ambiguities, but notes there are several syntactic
constellations.

In general it is clear in the normal examples that the

pronoun can not be a copula; it is the predicate of a normal nominal
clause.

The difference in n u mber is clearly the difference between the

subject and the predicate.

In the unusual examples the pronoun usually

agrees with the predicate, but not in every case, which shows that the
pronoun varies according to the changL.-ig gender of subject and
predicate.

From this it follows that we are not speaking of a pronoun

which has completely frozen into an indicator of the relationship of
subject and predicate, i .e ., it has not become a copula.
Waltke-O' Connor have stated t he case for the pendens
interpretation along somewhat different lines by showing that when we
call the preposed element a focusing eleme nt the rest of the clause
follows the Andersen typology of S-P for the clause of identification and
P-S for the clause of classification.

They fur ther note that there are

almost no cases of nominal i dentifying cla uses with t he seq u ence
predicate - p r onoun - subject, suggesting that the construction focus
marker - subject - predicate is correct.215

214 Isa 43:10, Psa 102:28: ~ ~i! ,~~ ,~, ~'!\ii

nr,~\ r esp.

215 B. Walt ke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax : § 8.4. l b, fn 16.
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We may consider the literary function of the construction as an
indirect way of understanding its character.

One the one hand, there is

no reason to expect any unusual syntactic functions for a nominal clause
with a copula.

If the independent personal pronoun did shift, as

Brockelmann suggests, toward the function of a copula in nominal
clauses, there is no reason to think that such clauses would be marked
for- any special discourse functions. 216

The pendens construction, on

the other hand, has recognizable functions.

Geller has shown that a

majority of such clauses are explicitly contrastive, and others have
pointed to similar functions. 217 This functional argument gives
presumptive support to the pendens (or nominative absolute)
interpretation.

If a construction has important features which are

similar to another construction and behaves in the same way as that
other construction, we have good evidence for thinking the
constructions may be of the same type.
Based on these considerations, we will assume that the threemembered nomL.7.al clause is a pendens construction of the traditional
casus pendens type.

8.2.4 The Discourse Functions of Casus Pendens

216 C. Brockelmann, Hebraische Svntax: § 30a.
217 S. Geller, "Cleft Sentences": 6, 7.
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In order to explain the construction it will be useful to list its
discourse functions in BH.

The basic functions suggested by various

grammarians involve at least the following :218
1. Contrastive emphasis219

Waltke, O'Connor note that the construction
"serves to highlight or focus one element of the
main clause; it may serve in context to contrast
this eleroent to a comparable item in another
clause. " 220
In this type the focused element is in semantic contrast with a
contextual element.

An example would be:

.. C'".n~ c,01,~ ~~-;i,n

.e,

r.;,~Q O?r:"~ il7~1' .,~~ mn,-n~-o~ ,~
,-,n int-t ............ ..

C:J~Q
1

T

•

[Do not fear other gods ... ]
Rather, it is the Lord who brought you up
from the land of Egypt ... whom you shall fear.
2 Kgs. 17:36.

In this example the NP iiiil' n~ is preposed before the clause
The pronoun inN resumes iiiil'I.

~N·;,,n

in~\

There is clearly a contrast between

0'".n~ C'i'.f?~ of v. 35 and in~ ... il,il' of v. 36.

For this the English cleft

218 These functions are not mutually exclusive; the purpose of clear
guidance in the interpretation of prosody may be to point to a focus
constituent which is contrastive, i.e., one construction may function to
preserve syntactic clarity and point to contrastive emphasis at the same
time.
219 Ibid., 190,191, B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax:
279, S. Geller, "Cleft Sentences": 6ff. T. Mul'."aoka, Emphatic Words: 98.
220 Ibid., § 4.7b .
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sentence "It is Yahweh, who brought you out of the land of Egypt,
whom you shall fear" is an appropriate renderfog of the Hebrew
construction.

The grammatical clefting in BH functions ii.'1. the same way

on a discourse level (semantically) as its analogue in English.
2. Syntactic clarity221
Particularly when the preposed focusing element is expanded
by relative or attributive clauses and becomes quite long the resumptive
in the accompanying clause maintains clarity for the hearer.

Note, for

example:

,w~

't:1";,7i~ f".;~1 ":;l~ rf";;\~ 'mt?
ibN7. ,7-l':;fl!~ ,~~J "':?--,f' :i i~J
riNm

c~~i'j

'ii'~

itiil'

r,r,ijl'l~ lr:'.i~ 1~~r'?

1"~~7 i:,~7~ n'?rp~ mil
Yahweh, the God of heaven who brought me from the
house of my father and the land of my kinsmen,
who spoke to me and who swore to me:
"To your posterity will I give this land."
He is the one who will send his messenger before
you.. .
Gen. 24:7

In this passage the preposed element is quite long.
the PN plus three relative clauses and a citation.

It is composed of
The distance between

221 W. Gross, Pendenskonstruktion: 18, 42, 113, 128, 192; B. Waltke,

M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Synta}r: 77; S. Geller, "Cleft Sentences": 8,9.
T. Muraoka, Emphatic Words: 94. This is probably what A. B. Davidson
is stating in Hebrew Syntax: § 106 when he says "The consn. is common
in sentences where the subj. is encumbered with complementary
elements, so that it needs to be disentangled and restated." Quirk,
Comprehensive Enalish Grammar: 1365, calls this function correction. He
notes that shifts in focus prevent the reader from reading a normal
end-focus, thus misunderstanding the focus.
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the pendens and the verb

n'?tr)~

forget what the subj ect was.

is a problem for the reader who may

The resumptive clarifies this and thus

helps the reader to refresh his memory.
3. Topical Resumption222
When the ongoing context resumes a previous topic this
construction can refocus on that topic, and bring it back into the
discussion.

One pertinent text is Gen. 40:12

The (aforementioned) three branches are three days.

4. Initiate a new section
Closely relat ed to the last item, the construction can initiate a new
topic.

Two classic examples are found in Gen. 17: 4, 15:

V. 4:

As for me, behold my covenant is with you.

As for Saray your wife,
you shall no longer call her Saray.

222 Ibid., 9; B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: 298.
Geller also mentions questions, demonstratives, lists and ca.usal clauses.
The last is important. W. Gross, Pendenskonstruktion: 124, notes that the
type X-Pr-Y (Foc-S-P: clause of identification) occurs 50 times in Prose,
of which 18 are in ki clauses; on 128 he likewise mentions that for the
type X-Y-Pr (Foc-P-S: clause of classification), 15 of the 58 occurrences
of this type in prose are in a ki clause.
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In this chapter Yahweh's speeches to Abraham consist of comments
on a series of topics, each section introducing a new dramati.s persona,
and discussing something with reference to that new person.

Secondly ,

the focus creates differentiation from the other paragraph topics, each
paragraph concerning a different participant.

The 'I' in v. 4 stands

over against the 'you' in v. 9 and the 'Saray, your wife' :in v. 15.

The

affixed resumptive pronoun in 'my covenant' further clarifies the topic;
the topic is not simply 'I', but 'my covenant.'

From these examples :in

Gen 17 we can see that because the pendens sentence :introduces a new
topic it can be paragraph :initial.223
From this brief review of the functions of the pendens sentence
we can see that it has some of the same uses as other types of emphatic
constructions.

For example, fronting also produces contrast and

initiates or resumes topics and new sections.

This similarity raises the

question whether the construction works :in similar ways for the same
reasons, i.e., because of emphasis.

8.2.5 Linguistic Analysis of the Pendens Construction

The way to answer the question whether this construction is
emphatic is to look at the elements of the casus pendens, a two-element
construction, consisting of a preposed phrase-level element, a following

223 Another example is Dt. 13:1.
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complete clause, and, normally, a resumptive pronoun in the full clause
which resumes the preposed element.224
The pendens segment amounts to the pre-position of the element
represented by the resumptive pronoun, so that the resumptive pronoun
is a copy of the preposed element.225

This copying of the pendens

element suggests a splitting off into two elements of an original simple
sentence.

We will take a nominal and a verbal example from 1 Kgs. 18:39

and Dt. 13:1:

1 Kgs 18:39

Proposed simple sentence

It is the Lord who is God.

The Lord is God.

Dt. 13:1
i~':o/iT',~ MM

c~r,~ il~::1:n · '::)l~

Proposed simple sentence

i:i,v-i,~ nN niwi,', t:in,or?i~

c:,~ it~n ··,:,~

,~~

n,tv~'.? ~;~~?'.'! in~ ·: ·:

...

Now each thing I am
commanding you are to keep.

:

·:

·: -

:

.

t'

,wtit ·: :. :
·,·

·:

You shall be careful to
keep every thing I am
commanding you.

In both examples the construction is the result of copying: the original
simple clause displaces a clause element to the pendens position.

The

224 B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Svntax: 76. The
resumptive pronoun is often not found m pendens constructions which
have direct object pendens.
225 Cf. B. Waltke, M.
"Linguists use the term
nominal constituent from
the replacement of it by

O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: 76,fn 14,
copying to refer to the displacemen t of a

its basic position in the clause, accompanied by
a pronominal constituent."
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original substantive in the complete clause now becomes a resumptive
pronoun.

The positional shift is similar to fronting, the all important

difference being that it creates a new construction.

We can now look at

the significant effect these syntactic shifts can have on the context.

8.2.6 Marked Focus in the Pendens Construction

There are several features of the pendens construction which
show that it exhibits an example of marked focus.
construction exhibits syntactic redundancy.

First of all, the

The pendens and its

resumptive pronoun constitute syntactic pleonasm, naming the same
referent twice.

As W. Gross puts it, the pen dens and its resumptive

pronoun are 'referenzidentisch. 1226
referent.

They both have the identical

Functionally, there is no difference between this and the

red undance created by the occurrence of an independent personal
pronoun with a finite verb.
Secondly, there are positional shifts which produce marked focus.
The displacement of the subject of the proposed simple sentence is a
word order shift from the original position.

This shift in combination

with the resumption of the pendens in the full clause creates a double
focus on that element.

This assertion is confumed by the fact that

pendens with direct object markers are resumed by pronouns affixed to
the direct object marker, syntactic indicators of their function.

226 W. Gross: Pendenskonstruktion: 186, § 13.2.
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As we have already indicated, it is of some interest that this
interpretation of the pendens as a focus marker corroborates the view
of Andersen that for nominal cases of casus pendens the sequences
follow his types of clauses of identification and classification.

The

sequence for a normal identifying clause is S-P and the one with the
P.l eonastic pronoun is Ssus, Sres-P.

The second component is the

pleonastic pronoun and Andersen interprets it as a resumptive.
Andersen maintains that the nucleus of the casus pendens is the
combination of the second and third elements of the construction, so
that S ... S-P has the S-P as a nucleus (his identifying clause sequence)
and S ... P-S has P-S as a nucleus.

In both cases this interpretation

separates the nucleus as a unit from the L,itial pendens (suspende d)
element.227 He says in his work on the Sentence that "a marked break
in the flow of discourse is achieved by fresh topicalization."228

In line with this Waltke-O'Connor interpret the fust element as a
focus marker, and the resumptive and predicate as subject and
predicate following the focus marker.

Using the example from above, 1

Kgs 18:39 we would have the following:

It is the Lord who is God.
Sequence:

Focus - S - P

227 F. I. Andersen, Hebrew Verbless Clauses: 23,36,42 and especially
30.
228 F. I. Andersen: Hebrew Sentence: 92.
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The pendens, or focus marker, is the first element, the second is
the subject of the identifying clause, which resumes the focus marker,
and the third element is the predicate.

This observation of Waltke-

O'Connor both maintains Andersen's view of the nominal clause with a
pleonastic pronoun and interprets the pendens as a focus marker.229
We conclude that the casus pendens construc'"i.ion exhibits
syntactic marked focus, that it displays the same discourse functions as
other marked constructions, and that, as a construction, it is a
production of the division of a simple sentence into two elements.
It is the combination of marked focus and the division of a clause
into two elements that suggests the appropriateness of using the term
cleft sentence as a legitimate label for the BH casus pendens
construction.

The cleft sentence in English has similar constructional

features and similar discourse functions.
There are, of course, significant differences between the English
and Hebrew constructions.

The primary difference is the pendens

element itself, which, in BH, is not a clause; it amounts, at best, to a
phrase, and nothing more.230

A second difference is the accompanying

clause in BH after the pendens element.

Whereas in English the second

constituent is a relative clause, the accompanying clause in BH is
normally syntactically complete, i.e., except for the resumptive it could
stand as an independent clause.

229 B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: 131, fn 16.
230 Though the BH construction is different from the English one in
this respect, it is a fact that the 'it' in the initial English clause is a
'dummy slot.'
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These differences, however, are not sufficient to call in question
the usefulness of applying the term cleft sentence, to the construction
traditionally called casus pendens, or nominative absolute. 231

The

differences between the English and BH constructions are not
differences in construction, but are merely a different approach to
clefting for these two languages.
As was the case with other emphatic constructions it is also true

here that the discourse function is a combination of marked focus with
elements in a particular context.

In this case the divided focus, or

emphasis, has the same effect and, in conjunction with a contextual
element, produces a particular discourse function.

Geller notes that the

general function of the cleft sentence is to

foreground the relationship of a clause, or part
of a clause, to some other feature in the immediate
context. The specific nuance, or combination of
nuances, is determined by that context. The
most common such nuance is contrastive emphasis.232

231 B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: 248,249, compare
the English cleft sentence with the const ruction in BH which uses an
article with the finite verb. Note 2 Chr . 29:36. On 76, f n 13 , they use
the term nominative absolute to refer to what we call the cleft
construction, admitting that the BH construction is distinct from the
Latin and Greek absolute constructions. The problem with the term
absolute is the presence of the resumptive pronoun in the pendens
clause. In absolute constructions the relationship between the absolute
and the rest of the context is semantic. The presence of the resumptive
creates syntactic coherence with the pendens.
232 S. Geller, "Cleft Sentences": abstract. His definition of emphasis
is "stress arising from contrast between two terms or topics in context."
p. 11.
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Given t he similarity between English and BH, and the attribution of such
similar discourse functions to the casus pendens by biblical scholars it
is proper to examine the corpus for such functions. 233

8.3 Cleft Sentences in the Corpus

8.3.0 The Contrastive Uses
Dt. 4:3

3.

;,.,~trtri

,;,~-,~;l "'j~

1?;:i

,w~ trl"~;;,..,~ ,~

1~';ipQ 1'r.f~ ·im,.,
4.

:Ci'ij

C~7~

C'~Cl c:;r0·i,~ i'l1il";l C"j?~;Tij Cr~

For it is every one who followed Baal Peor whom
the Lord your God destroyed from your midst;
But all of you who clung to the Lord are alive today .

The cleft sentence in v. 3 balances the similar clause in v. 4;
together they are coordinated clauses dependent on the causal particle
"~.

The conjunction of the two clauses forms a stark contrast betw een

the two pendens themselves, between 'every one who followed Baal Peor'
and 'all of you who clung to the Lord.'

This syntactic strategy closes

out the first paragraph by illustrating the issue posed by the demand
for total obedience in v. 2, and reinforces the main point made by the

inclusio of 'life.' in vv. l

&

4.

233 In his investigation Geller: Ibid.: 7, shows that contrastive

emphasis accompanies this consti::-uction about 50% of the time , and is one
of the major functions of the cleft sentence in BH.
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Dt. 4:35

n,,,, ru-.,n nr-1~
-

-T

T

0

•:T

T-

You were shown that you might know
that it is the Lor d who is God;
there is no one else beside him.

In this verse YHWH is the pendens, and is resumed in the
following clause by ~1ii.

The contextual consideration that supports the

rendering is the next clause, "None but He alone."234

The second

clause is asyndetic and furnishes the element of contrast with the
pendens and its resumptive pronoun.

The two clauses are equivalent to

this paraphrase:
It is the Lord who is God.
The other claimants are not.
Dt. 4:39

':P 1~;;l7-a,~ I;::lW~ Ci~

r,;,'J:i

...... C'if',~;, R1ii im"!'
•

•:: T

..............,il'

r~

You are to acknowledge today and keep m mind
that it is Yahweh who is God.
There is no one else.
In a very climactic way the object clause ending v. 39 uses the
cleft construction to highlight the general theme of the paragraph, i.e.,

234 S. Geller, " Cleft Sentences": 7.
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the use of the phrase 'heaven and earth' together with the uniqueness
of the Lord of Israel.

As in v. 35, the spatial language is important,

and contributes to the contrast between other claimants, whether in
heaven above or on the earth beneath.

This merism indicates that there

is no one like Yahweh, anywhere at all.

The cleft sentences in vv. 35,39

ideniliy Yahweh as the only God, in contrast with all others for whom
such is claimed.

Dt. 9:3

'9'i'.f:,~

n'?~~

iliil' ,~ Oi!!ij ?;l~'J:~
rli~ 1,.~7 ,~t,ry""N1il

1,?.~~

c~r~~~ Nin1 c,,~~ N1il

You must understand that it is the Lord God
Himself who is going before you as a consuming fire;
It is He who will destroy them,
it is He who will subdue them before you.

This is a difficult example.
explicit contrast.

In the immediate context there is no

There is no statement saying that "x is not going

before you. " 235
Secondly, there is no implicit contrast with divinity in 9:3, since
the cleft sentence is not identifying Yahweh as God, but who it is going
before Israel.236

235 In Dt. 31:3 there is explicit contrast between Moses and Yahweh

using language identical to 9:3.
236 S. Geller, "Cleft Sentences: 7, fn 22,32.

Both Driver and
Dillmann argue that the contrast is Yahweh and no3 other: S. R. Driver, A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Deuteronomy : 111; A. Dillmann: Die
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The larger textual context furnishes a possible contrast.

That

background is the contrast :in Ex. 33:12ff between Yahweh and a
messenger who is less than Yahweh, a messenger who is not equivalent
to Yahweh.237

In Moses' intercession for Israel he had requested that

the Lord not only be with him, but also with the people.

Moses stresses

the importance of the personal accompaniment of Yahweh :in Ex. 33:15:

If your presence does not take the lead,
do not let us go up from this place.
The fact that Moses can say :in Dt. 9:3 that it is the Lord Himself who is
go:ing with them is demonstration that Israel has been forgiven, that
Yahweh has granted the intercession of Moses.

The reason for this

contrast, then, would be to announce that Yahweh had forgiven Israel,
had heard Moses' :intercession, and was therefore go:ing to accompany
Israel and defeat their enemies.
Further argument to support this understand:ing of the text comes
from chapter 9 itself.

Israel should not think the Lord is go:ing with

them because they are righteous.

In vv. 4-6 Moses warns the people to

realize that the reason they are go:ing to :inherit the land is not their

Bucher Numeri, Deuteronomium und Josua: 278.
237 B. Childs, The Book of Exodus: A Critical, Theological Commentary

(Philadelpb.i.a: Westm:inster Press, 1974) :586. The above conclusion is not
an attempt to clarify the difference between the angel in 23:23 and the
one mentioned here, and exactly what it is that this implies. However
one attempts to treat the problem Moses' intercession depends on the
notion that there is a vast difference between the angel lead:ing them
and the Presence of Yahweh Himself going before them.
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righteousness but the wickedness of the peoples.

In 7-24 Moses gi ves

various e xamples from their wild ern ess period to d e monstr ate their guilt,
fro m their idolatry at Horeb to their refusal to take the lan d at Ka desh.
Within this s ection Moses continually r eiterates his interces sion on t heir
behalf as the reason the Lord had not destroyed Israel.

Finally , in 25 -

29 Moses cites the t ext of his int e r ces sion on Isr ael's behalf.

The

r easons are the same as those given in Ex. 32:11-14.
The conclusion is clear.

The Lor d is going before Israel t o

conquer their enemies, but it is not because of t h eir righteousness.
There are two reasons gi ve n for the Lord' s holy war against their
enemies: the fir st is t he wickedness of the e nemies, 9:5, and the other is
that the Lord has heard Moses' intercession on their behalf.

He has

r-estored them and will, as Moses ' r-equested, for-give them and g o befor-e
them.

The contrast highlights this important point and the rest of the

chapter s uppor-ts it.
It may be, howe ver, that no such contrast is intended.

We may

have simply a change in topic, which is not unusual with a '~ clause,
particularly since the construction '~ 1'i' itself announces a new
topic .238

Dt. 10 :9

,,~ -017 ri'?r;i11 P7tt
in ?nl N~ii ii1ii'

,,7.7

ii!tnt"? 1~-, ~

T ~: -

238 The causal clause may also introduce new topics .
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For this reason Levi has neither portion
nor inheritance with his brothers.
It is the Lord who is his inheritance.
The Levite has neither portion nor inheritance in the land; his
inheritance is not these things, but the Lord Himself.

The contrast

between 'the land' and 'the Lord' is clear.

Dt. 10:17

'For it is the Lord your God who is the supreme God
and the sovereign Lord.

This statement carries contrast within itself in virtue of the two
superlatives 'God of gods and Lord of lords.'
above all others called 'god.'
circumcised heart.

It is their Yahweh who is

This is the reason Israel is to have a

The Lord with whom they are in covenant is like no

other.

8.3.1 Shift/Resumption of Topic

Dt. 4:24

For the (aforementioned) Lord your God is a consuming
fire, a jealous God.
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This cleft sentence does not produce contrast with any elements in
the present context.

The statement is not a claim to divinity, but

identifies the Lord as a consuming fire.

The pendens element is a

topical resumption of the same syntagma at the end of v. 23.
apposition

1tii?

i:,~ underscores and intensifies the identification of

Yahweh as a consuming fire.
be to recall

'9'ry·~

concerning it.

The

The purpose, then, of the pendens would

iliii" from the end of v. 23 and make a statement

The same is true, for example, of Gen. 17:20:

As for (the aforementioned) Ishmael, I have heard you.
Behold I will bless him.
As in the preceding changes of topic from iiii'!' L'1 v. 4, to Abraham in v.
9, to Saray in v. 15, and now, concerning Ishmael, a topic is introduced.
In this case, a preceding textual element is explicitly recalled in order
to then make a statement about it.

Dt. 7:9

You shall recognize that it is the Lord your God
who is God ...
Whereas vv . 7,8 concern the reason for the Lord's choice of
Israel, the injunction beginning v. 9 begins a new topic, the character
of Yahweh who chose them.

The identification is not simply of Yahweh

as God, but Yahweh as the covenant Lord who is faithful to the
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covenantal sanctions.

It may be that the identification of Yahweh as

God implicitly contrasts him with other gods, particularly due to the
clear contrasts already made in 4:35, 39, i.e. , in the preceding text.

9:21:

'r'lt;,27 a,~~;:,-n~~ c~,r;1~-,~ C=?.~N~rn,~;i
~*~

ii.~

=,itp2',

As for your (aforementioned) sin which you made,
I took the golden calf and burned it with fire.
The direct . object is fronted and then resumed in the sentence
following.

In this example, as Driver notes, the pen dens is resumed by

a "fresh substantive."239
This cleft sentence does not produce contrast.
a previous topic and thus initiates a new section.

Rather, it resumes

The focus on the

pen dens serve to recall that earlier context in v. 16ab.

This new topic

introduces the last Lr1 the series of activities at Horeb.

Dt. 11:10

s. R. Driver, Tenses: 151. Some examples are Dt. 17:12, which
repeats the substantive W'~~ in the pendens instead of resuming
with a pronoun.
Lev. 7:20 repeats ~~-ri:, and 7:25 substitutes
W~?ij for ':::?~-',;,. See al so Dt. 18: 20, · ~hich repeats N'~rt.
Jer . 23:34 substitutes ~,~n W'~~ in the clause for the
conjunctive pendens elements o;,i;j 7ij:;i'.'.I; ~"~i'.Tj .
239

-

•

T
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For, as for the land ...
it is not like the land of Egypt.
The cleft sentence in vs 11 functions as a shift in topic from the
requirement of keeping every command in v. 8, to the 'land', which is
mentioned in vv . 8,9, but not as the theme of the paragraph.

Once the

new t opic is introduced, the following clauses set out, without the use
of marked g r ammatical focus, a contrast between the land of Egypt and
the land of promise.

This contrast will result in an antithetical

translation:

... a land of milk and honey.
For , as for land which you are going to inherit,
it is not like the land of Egypt ... ; rather, it
is a land of hills and valleys.
8.4 Conclusion

Of ten examples of cleft sentences in the corpus seven are
nominal.

Five of these are X Pr Y (identifying clefts ) and 2 are X Y Pr

(classifying clefts).

One of the verbal sentences continues a X Pr Y and

two are O-V-0 (object pendens followed by a verbal sentence).
Six of the sentences are contrastive while four produce a shift in
topic.

Two of the latter, 4:24 and 9:21, resume a topic, and the other

two, 7:9 and 11:10 introduce a new topic. 240

240 There is no necessary distinction between the resumption of a

topic and the i.11.troduction of a new topic. A new topic may well be
picking up something previously mentioned in order to make it the
theme of a new section, oi::- the resumption may be marginal to the
paragraph, i.e., it may only be pai::-enthetic.
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The above examples support previous studies which point to the
discourse functions of the so-called casus pendens in BH, and add
further corroboration to the thesis that these functions are emphatic,
the result of marked focus.

The corpus evinces only two of the

functions suggested by current discussion, i.e., contrastive emphasis
and topical resumption, but further studies may add to the list.241
Finally, the corpus further illustrates why the term cleft sentence
IS

an appropriate label for the traditional casus pendens.

The use of

the term shows how a more usual construction can produce an emphatic
one, and further explain the use of marked focus which is so clear in
these constructions.

The actual use of this construction in discourse is

the most important clue to the construction type.

241 S. Geller, "Cleft Sentences" suggests 7 contextual e nvironment s
in which t he cleft sentence is used.

Chapter 9

The Chiastic Sentence

9.0 Introduction

This chapter will consider the chiastic sentence as a two-clause
grammatical structure in prose.

.. .i!~~Q ii::>~, CW"1"1~

~c;,

Consider the following example:

NY,~j

c:r,~~ ~Y. 'J~i'..'I CtV n~1
Joseph named his first-born Manasseh,
and his second son he name Ephraim. Gn 41:51,52

Syntactically, this chiastic arrangement is a creation of
word-order displacement in the second clause.

The sequence of

elements created in this way is as follows:
Clause 1:
Clause 2:

V

S

0

V

242 Oc = Object complement, i.e., the names Manasseh and Ephraim.
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The network of elements is cr-eated first of all by this shift of order in
the second clause, producing a V-0/0-V crossover of major clause
elements.

Secondly there is a repetition of the verb 'name' and the

noun 'name' in each clause.

The name 'Joseph', the subject in the first

clause, is taken up by the suffixed antecedent p r onoun in the verb in
the second clause.

Semantically each clause states the naming activity

of Joseph for each of his two sons.

The clauses vary semantically only

in the change of the name of the son.
The change of word order in the second clause also avoids the
narrative sequencing of the two events.

This shili stages the two

events in a different way than the usual sequencing would have done.
In this case the same activity performed by one person on two other
persons is stated in two parallel clauses without putting them in
sequence.
The question is whether a review of such grammatical chiastic
sentences would indicate that the change in word order has a clear and
discrete discourse function that is more than simply aesthetic.

If so,

the chiastic sentence would be another example of a 'meaning distinction'
for marked word order.
In order to limit the chiastic sentences to sets of clauses that are
syntactically related I will stipulate the requirement that the two clauses
be syntactically contiguous.

It will not be enough that a clauses appear

.

to be in an order the reverse of its apparent
partner.
must be in the same immediate context.

The two clauses

This eliminates the inclusio,

which may stretch over many verses, especially where the first and last
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clauses are not syntactically related to each other, but to some other
contiguous clause.
Finally , for practical reasons I will consider asyndetic chiastic
sentences along with syndetic, even if other considerations require for
them to be separately t.reated.243

9.1 Past Study

Past studies have generally included a range of devices in
addition to the grammatical construction , such as thematic and key-word
envelopes .244

As far as their function is concerned comments have

been impressionistic, without considering the way in which each type

243 By asyndetic I intend the lack of a waw between the two
clauses. Whether the chiastic sentence begins with a waw or not is
determined by discourse considerations and does not affect the
relationship of the two chiastic clauses.
244 See the study in Italian by A. DiMarco, 11 Chiasmo nella Bibbia,
unpublished MS (Messina: 1975) translat ed into German in Lin quistica
Biblica, 36,37 ,39,44.
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contributes to the discourse context .245

A clear exception to this is

Andersen's chapter on chiasm in his study of the sentence in BH.246
We will proceed by first interacting with Andersen, t hen examini..ng
the chiastic sentences in the corpus, and finally , we will draw some
conclusions.

9.1.0 Andersen on the Grammatical Chiasm

Andersen generally limits his consideration to grammatical chiasm
between coordinated clauses.

The following citation gives a general view

of his approach:

Hitherto chiasmus has been chiefly noticed on the
level of literary appreciation and hermeneutics. The
present chapt er examines the strict1 147grammatical
functions of inter-clause chiasmus ....
The criteria he specifies for a chiastic sentence are:

245 J. W. Welch (ed.) Chiasmus in Antiquity: Structures, Analyses,
Exegesis (Hildesheim: Gersten berg, 1981), a volume which discusses the
chiasm in Akkadian, Ugaritic, Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek and Latin, not
to mention the Book of Mormon! The article by W. G. E. Watson,
"Chiastic Patterns in Biblical Hebrew Poetry": 118-168, is one of the few
which considers the grammatical chiasm, although his classification of
the functions of the chiasm in poetry is not useful, since he attempts to
categorize the types in accordance with the motifs in the chiasm, which
means the list of functions is as long as the motifs used. He does not
consider the semantic relationship between . the two clauses to be a
r elevant feature. Cf. also N. W. Lund, Chiasmus in the New Testament
(Chapel Hill: 1942), and W. L. Holladay , "Chiasmus, the Key to Hosea XII:
3-6", Vetus Testamentum 16 (1966):21-31.
246 F. I. Andersen, Sentence: 119-140.
247 F . I. Andersen, Sentence: 119.
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a) The claus~s must h~4'se at least two clause-level
tagmemes m common.
b) At least two of the matching elements have a
sequence in the second clause w%ch is the inverse
of their order in the lead clause.
Andersen gives an example of such a sentence from Gen. 11:3:
Cj
V
wa-tt8 hi
Cj

B
S
lahem halfbena

S

w8 -hahemar

and-was
and bitumen

V

B

haya

lahem

SC
l'aben250
SC
la.horner

for-them the-brick
was
for-them

The chiastic sequence:

for-stone
for-mortar

Clause 1: V B S/
Clause 2: S V B.

In these two clauses the V, S, and B items cross over and create an
effect similar to the one produced by the circumstantial clause.

The

first, or lead clause has normal word order and the second, chiastic
clause shifts the basic order.

Just as is the case with the

circumstantial clause the effect is a staging of the two actions as

248 J. A. Linton, Four Views: 43, gives a common definition of

tagmeme: "Tagmeme is a correlation of grammatical function (a slot) with
the class of mutually substitutable items which manifest that function."
A sentence can be constructed of a subject filled by a noun (S:N), and
a predicate filled by a verb (P:V) and an object filled by a noun phrase
(O:Np). Cf. B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: 52, fn 19.
249 F. I. Andersen, Sentence: 120. Actually, Andersen allows for two
or more clauses in chiasrn, esp. 109, 126, 128. Because the lead clause

can take a set of inverted clauses as its partner, limited recursiveness
is possible.
250 Ibid., 120. S,V = subject,verb, Cj=conjunction, SC=subject
complement, B=benefactive (something for the benefit of). The analysis
is Andersen's.
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contemporaneous, simultaneous, or, at least complementary .251

The

important difference between the two constructions is that clauses in
chiasmus are unified by a network of relationships among the two
clauses.

Con sider another example from Andersen:

Neg
V
A
0
lo' ta'dsun 'itti ,elohe kesep
Cj
O
Neg
V
B
we-'lohe zahab lo' ta'8su lakem
Do not make with me gods of silver
and gods of gold do not make for yourself.
Ex. 20:20.

Here the object s and verbs cross over.

Andersen notes that the

accomative ( 'itti) and the benefactive (lakem) do double duty.

Since the

verbs are the same
the construction has the effect of a single
prohibition and each clause makes an equal
contribution to the total picture. The construction
is balanced and symmetrical. Neither clause c~ be
said to be Lri any way dependent on the other. 2

It is clear, then, that for Andersen the discourse function of the
chiastic sentence is to present a synoptic of two similar or

251 J_bid., 120.
252 Ibid., 121.
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simultaneously occurring aspects of the same situation or events. 253
Note the following examples:

.,,;c

n;,ry o:;~,
:r~~l?ij--n~ ~7.~ im,, 1i::l=?~
,(;~--r,~

And covered the cloud the tent of meeting
while the glory of Yahweh filled the tabernacle
Ex. 40:34.

r,;~~

c~~j

010

'~O

n~~

r;,~j

=tt~i~t'l-,12 pjt c;m '~r;tl
and Moses took half the blood and put it in the basins
and half the blood he threw over the altar.
Ex. 24:6
In the first example the subjects, 'the cloud' and 'the glory of
Yahweh' are complementary, and the objects, 'the tent of meeting' and
'the tabernacle' have the same referent.
over the tent while the glory filled it.

The cloud remained visible
In the second example the same

action is performed on two different objects.
It is often the case, however, that the chiastic sentences involve
either temporal sequence, or contrast between the predicates.

In such

cases Andersen says the effect of the chiasm is to tone down the
sequence or contrast and highlight similarity or complementarity.
Consider a chiastic sentence which has temporal sequence, Ex. 9:23:

253 Ibid . , 121.
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Moses stretched his staff up to the sky,
and the Lord sent thunder and hail.

Andersen says that the chiasm presents the actions of Moses and
Yahweh as concomitant; their actions are represented as simultaneous,
even though a time sequence of cause and effect might be supposed.
Chiasm highlights the immediate response and abolishes the time
interval.254

This comment that the chiasm "abolishes the time

interval" may be an overstatement, since he elsewhere notes that two
actions may be linked in a single picture, "playing down the time
succession. " 255
In the next example Andersen asserts that the chiasm may also
involve an antithesis, but it tones down the contrast. Consider Gen.
15:10:256

1J~~ ori~ ir:J;\7'.l
~ilpj MN':\77 iit;'l~-en~ 11::i~j
:ir;t? Ma, iEl~;::, n~;
He divided them in the middle
and the birds he did not divide.

254 Ibid., 128.
255 Ibid., 129,130.

The citation is in reference to Gen 18:6,7.

256 Ibid., 130. Cf. W. G. E. Watson, "Chiastic Patterns": 166, fn 11,
who asserts that the chiasm does not tone down antithesis in poetry.
He cites the wisdom Psalms and Proverbs, e.g. Prov. 13:25, where the
antithesis fills out the ethical world from the poles which comprise the
extremes: the righteous and the wicked.
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In some cases however, Andersen perceives the sequence to be so
pronounced that he calls the examples atypical.

Note Dt. 4:l0bB:

... '~tit ill$'?'? ti-rt;l'?: ,~ ~
:rr1~'7~ Cij'.~""t'l~i
that they may learn to fear me ...
and teach their children.

RM V Oc
&

DO V2r;, ?

Of this example he says that
the construction is strained when the t wo events
must occur in sequence. Thus the instruction of
the next generation in Dt 4:l0bB is chiastic, ~?}
sequential. This must be considered atypical.
The assumption for Andersen here is that the ongoing instruction
of the children in comL."1g generations is clearly in sequence with the
prior 'learning to fear' the Lord.
Even with such atypical cases the normal function of the twoclause grammatical chiasm, for Andersen, is to highlight some unifying
aspect of two events or statements about a situation.

If there is

sequence or contrast the chiasm tends to play them down and highlight
similarity or simultaneity.

9.1.1 Discussion of Andersen

257 RM=relative marker.

258 Ibid., 139.
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In order to critique Andersen's view of the chiastic sentence we
will first have to narrow the range of the sentences to contiguous
chiastic sentences.

Then we will discuss Andersen's interpretation of

the chiasm.

9.1.1.0

The Range of the Chiasrn

We have already excluded, in the introductory comments, some of
the constructions that Andersen discusses, in particular apparent
chiastic sentences whose clauses are not immediately contiguous.
are two reasons for this narrow focus.

There

First of all, we are studying

syntactic relationships whose meaning can be ascertained by contextual
exegesis.

Secondly, other types of chiastic structures operate,

apparently, on a different level and are often compositional devices.
For example, note the clauses in Dt. 9:7 ,8,22:

7 .... ,~.,~~

1'0'~

r,~~i'.1

mii'Tt~

,w~

a .... ii,ii"Tt~ c~~~p;:, :lj~1
22.:mii"Tt~

er.,,~;, C"~~r?Q n,~~0 n"'I~~~

ii~Q~i

ii'?~ri;r~

7. how you angered the Lord in the desert ..
8. at Horeb you angered the Lord
22. and at Taberah .... you angered the Lord
In 9:7 the object clause introduces the general statement that
Israel angered the Lord in the desert.

This is followed by the first

member of an i.riclusio , v. 7b, whose second member, v. 24, is in
inver-ted order from v. 7b .

After this the specific examples in 8 and 22

are introduced by clauses with inverted order.

Andersen labels these
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as chiastic.259

The p r oblem with this identification, from ou r

perspective, is syntactic: the first member in 9:7 is in a subordinated
object clause, while the second and third members in vv. 8, 22 are in
main clauses, i.e., not all the clauses are on the same level, a criticism
similar to the one Andersen made about Brockelmann's approach. 260
While there is no doubt that this set of clauses places several events
under a main heading it is not clear that we must regard them as
chiastic.

Even if we do there are sound reasons for regarding them on

a different compositional level, under different restrictions.

Sound

inferences concerning the discourse function of such examples will
depend on a larger number of examples of such broad-ranging chiasms.
An example of an inclusio that has a chiastic arrangement is Dt.
9:7,24:

7. il:jij Cip~-,~ C:?,~:i\-il.' C~j~?
.. . i1ii1,-C;,

f'?~

~N1~~1W~

Cill;:!lQ(

C?),~u C,".ir?Q

24. Miil,~~ Ct:;l"~r,, 0'"'.lf?Q...

:c:,ri~
... : ... 'r-lti
. : - Ci!'!~.
7. From the day you left the land of Egypt
until you came to this place
you have been obstinate against the Lord ...
24 .... You have been obstinate against the Lord
since the day I met you.
This inclusio is not a t wo-clause c hiastic sentence.

Gr ammatically , each

of the two clauses is in asyndetic relationship with a preceding clause.

259 F. I. Andersen, Sentence: 126.
26• Ibid., 120.
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9:7b amplifies the preceding clause and 24 is a summary of the
preceding example.

Each clause, therefore, is syntactically related to a
The inclusio does form a bracket

lead clause within its own context.

around the context, but the two clauses are not syntactically related.

9.1.1.1 Critique of Andersen's Interpretation

Andersen's interpretation of the chiastic sentence is illuminating
because it correctly points to the unifying tendency of the construction.
Even when sequence or contrast is present the chiasm holds these
elements together and unifies them.

For example, in the above

illustration from Gen. 15:10 the antithesis is unified both by the
repetition of the identical verb in:l in both clauses and the fronting of
the d:irect object iEl:!:ti'i in the second clause.

In the chiasm from Ex.

9:23 the two sets of actors and actions are unified by the crossover of
the main clause elements.

The chiasm plays down the sequence by

avoiding a second waw consecutive.
There are some difficulties, however, with Andersen's description.
First of all, there is a problem with the language Andersen uses to
describe the effect of the chiasm.

There seems to be some tension

between the different metaphors .

On the one hand, he speaks of the

effect of the chiasm as "abolishing" sequence, but then says that the
chiasm "plays down" the time sequence.261

.There is a d:i££erence in the

two metaphors, even if only speaking of "effects", between "abolishing"

261 Respectively, Ibid., 128, 130.
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and "playing down."

The first has the effect of eliminating the time

element and the second subdues it.

In either case the chiasm would

take away any normal focus on the sequence and highlight the unity of
the of the two clauses.
It is useful to clarify the character of Andersen's argument.

He

is in fact inferring sequence not from the use of sequence in the text
(the waw consecutive) but from a logical analysis of the statements fo
the text: learning precedes teaching.

The staging, on the other hand, is

a waw consecutive followed by a disjunctive clause.

There is no

narrative sequenc e.
We can restate Andersen's argument by saying that, for him, it is
atypical in BH to see events that are logically in sequence (and clearly
so) placed in chiasm rather than in narrative sequence.

When the

argument is stated this way, we can see that a simple search of the
textual examples can ascertain its correctness.
Dt. 4:10 is not as unusual as Andersen thinks .

A quick survey of

his chapter on chiasm indicates five clear examples of sequence,
including Gen . 18:6, 7 (Abraham running to the tent and to the herd he can not have done both at t he same time), 49:51, 52 (Joseph naming
his two sons - there is no indication they are t wins !), Ex. 9:23, 10:13,

and 24:6.

In Ex. 10:13, which is quite similar to 9: 23, the Lord's

r-esponse to Moses' stretching forth his staff is causing the east wind to
blow all that day and night.
and not concomitant.

This is clearly sequential to Moses' action

In the example in Ex. 24:6 which we gave above,

Moses' takir1g half the blood and putting it into bowls and sprinkling
the other half on the altar also implies sequence.
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The question concerning the meaning of the grammatical chiasm is

.

whether the unilying tendency of the chiasm allows for sequence and
contrast.

The answer may lie along two fronts, a) the nature of the

dilference between a sequence represented by two waw consecutive
clauses and a waw consecutive followed by a chiastic clause, and b) the
semantic boundary between a chiasm and contrast.

The presence of a

disjunctive clause following a waw consecutive clause indicates the
presence of several possible discourse functions.

What points to cb.iasm

in such cases is that networking of elements that Andersen describes.
Where in b) contrast is involved there is a signilicant boundary
question.
Since contrast is often marked by a construction that looks just
like a chiasm the question is how, if possible, to distinguish them.
Using Andersen's approach, the answer must be that the clauses of a
chiasm are more interlaced than the contrast, i.e., there is a complex of
interrelated elements in the two clauses which the simple contrastive
construction does not evince.

In the example given above from Ex. 20:23

the objects and the verb are identical.

In such intensely interwoven

chiastic sentences there is no problem with identification.
occurs whenever the chiasm is less well-formed.

A problem

Then the question is,

at what point are we willing to say a construction is not chiastic at all?
In those cases that are not clear we should say they are boundary
problems that fit neither paradigm.
Such boundary cases are not the same, however, as those cases,
for example, that are chiastic and indicate some contrast.

In these
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cases there is sufficient networking among the elements to point to
chiasm as well as contrast.

9.2 Chiasm in the Corpus

Dt. 4:13,14

... in'-:i~-ri, C?7
C'~~~~ O'i?D

,_r:,

C?~ i~7( ... ii1ii'

ii~

'n~!

He declared to you his covenant ...
and Yahweh commanded me ...to teach you statutes.
The Chiastic Sequence:

V .. DO ...
DO ... V..

Although it is tempting to consider v. 14 in chiasm with the
preceding relative clause in v. 13, it is not clear how "me he
commanded" could modify "the covenant" in v. 13 in the same way that
"which he commanded you to keep" does.
Syntactically, it is more accurate to see hel:'."e a crossover using
different verbs to note the two different revelatory acts of Yahweh
toward different objects.

The crossover is grammatical and not

semantic, although the verbs are both used in the same legal domain.
The fronting of the DO in the second clause can not point to
contrast because there is no contrasting ele!11ent, e.g., you in the first
clause.

The chiasm is strictly grammatical.

the objects are not in contrast.

The subject is identical and

This yields a two-sided presentation of

Yahweh's words to the people and to Moses:
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He declared the covenant, the Ten Words
He commanded Moses to teach the Commands
By putting 'me he commanded' in a chiastic clause the writer subdues
the clear sequence and instead focuses on Yahweh's twin revelatory role
in declaring the Ten Words directly to the people and giving commands
to Moses for transmittal to the people.

Both revelatory acts are

elements of a unified presentation of the work of Yahweh in dispensing
his commandments.

The literary point is the unity of the revelation

given directly to the people and to them through Moses.

In this

context, then, it is Yahweh who speaks to the people directly and who
also creates the mediatorial role of Moses with reference to the
commands and statutes.

Both dominical activities unite into one picture

of the Ten Words and the commands and the statutes, all from the Lord
of the covenant.

Dt. 4:36

~n~t?

i?p n~ '9~,~~0 c~r,~ij 1~

i11?ii~ij ittl~1$ ~-:,;::,

:W~"ry 7ir-1Q ~r,~

'f"'?~~-,!2i

,,:,;-;n

From heaven He made you hear his voice to
discipline you,
And on the earth He showed you his great fire
And you heard his words out of the fire.
Chiastic Sequence: Pp V-IO DO
& Pp V-IO
& DO

V

DO

Pp
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Note the word-chiasrn in these three verses.

B

A

heaven

hear (hlphil)
E

D

earth

C'
words

show (hiphil)

B'
hear

C

voice
F

fire
F

fire

In this passage there is a chiasrn of direct object and
prepositional phrase between the third clause and the first two clauses.
The first two clauses constitute a double rnerisrn - from both heaven and
earth and by sound and sight the Lord has revealed himself in voice
and fire .

The rnerisrn is created by a marked rheme, fronting the

prepositional phrases in the verbal clauses.

The marking focuses the

parallels in the first two clauses, clearly pointing to the rnerism.

In

addition, Yahweh is the one agent in the merism, whereas Israel is the
recipient of the Lord's activity.
In the third clause Israel becomes the subject, while the verb
changes to Qal.

The third clause networks with both the first and

second clauses.

In the first clause 'hear his voice' is in par-allel with

'you heard his words' in the third clause.

The words 'his great fire' m

the second clause par-allel 'out of the fire' ~n the third clause.

This

networking of the chiastic clause with both the clauses in merisrn is an
example of how involved the chiastic Lr1terweaving can become.

The

result is a picture full of perceptual imagery, a synoptic print which
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shows Yahweh speaking from heaven and showing his fire from earth,
while Israel hears

His words from the fire.

The three activities in the one event all occur simultaneously.
There is no sequence.

The revelatory event is a unified composite of

these three elements.

In 36ba the text says that the Lord had "shown

you his great fire."

V. 36bb shows another side of t:his fiery revelation

by noting that Israel had heard His words out of the fire.

The fiery

theophany included both sight and sound.
Another feature of the chiasm is the relationship between the
Revelator and the recipient of the revelation.

Yahweh is active and

Israel is the passive recipient - in spite of the active verb.
The chiasm plays a significant part of the striking context of vv.
32-40.

The rhetorical questions in vv. 32-34 face Israel with the

uniqueness in both time (from creation on ward) and space (from one end
of heaven to the other) of the redeeming acts of Yahweh.

These acts

include his revelatory speech out of fire and his redeeming them from
Egypt.

V. 35 concludes the first point by indicating that the purpose

of these saving acts of Yahweh is that Israel might know that it is
Yahweh who is unique.
V. 36 takes up this same point by using the spatial language
again - but this time with a merism that shows that the revelatory acts
included both heaven and earth.

This latter point is not clear until v.

39, which calls on Israel to acknowledge that it is the Lord who is God,
both in heaven above and on the earth beneath - there is no one like
Him.

He transcends the idols of both heaven and ead.h.

As a series of

conjunctive clauses v. 36 is i."1 asyndetic relationship to v. 35 and
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explains the uniqueness of Yahweh by the uniqueness of his revelatory
acts from heaven and earth.

The conclusion in v. 39 shows the value of

each point which has been mentioned.
and upon the earth.

Yahweh is God both in heaven

The chiasm plays a significant part of this

important point by carefully adjusting and balancing the merism of the
two preceding clauses.

As in 4:12, what they saw in the fire was not a

form; rather, they heard a voice.
and communicatively important.

The chiasm is theologically signilicant

It is no mere ornament.

The nuances

created by such chiastic Lrterlacing of events, situations or other
elements are cognitive and not simply impressionistic.
Dt. 5:24

1a,~--r,~., ;,~=?--r,~ ,~,ti·,, mn, i)~!rt iu
~~7' 7in~ ,~~Q~ ;a,p--r,tt,

The Lord showed us his glory and his greatness
And his voice we heard from the midst of the fire.
Chiastic Sequence:

V

s

DO

V

DO
Pp

&

DO

The difference between this chiasm and the earlier one in 4:36
the lack of involved networking and the perspective.

is

The chiasm in

4:36 is Moses' words to the people, the one here is the people's words
to Moses.

Just as in 4:36, the scene at Sinai is unified by this chiasm

and put onto one canvas: "The Lord showed us his glory and greatness;
at the same time we heard his voice from the midst of the fire."

It

should be noted in passing that the staging is not of one agent but
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t wo, i.e ., t h e Lord re veals and Israel hears .

Again, the r e is n o

sequ ence h ere; the chiasm focuses on the simultaneity of the two sides
of the one e vent.

The u nifying factor is defined by t h e objects, whic h

all refer to Yah weh's wor k of reve lation .
this is no surprise.

The figu r e is i mp r essiv e and

The Israelites were deeply impressed.

The next

sentence gives their own conclusion : "Today we have see n t hat God
speaks with man a nd he lives."

In the biblical revelation this is

startling, so startling to these I s r a elites that they p r oceed t o s how their
cynicism about this very point.

Just because they do not believe this

situation can persist they ask Moses to become their mediator,
apparently assuming that he was immune to this danger.
In the context this chiasm presents the first step in the appeal of
the Israelites for a mediator.

It was this event which incited them to

come to Moses with such a request.

For them the event is portrayed,

as in chapter 4, as a combination of seeing and hearing (typical
prophetic lan gua ge).

The Lord had shown them his greatn ess and

glory; He had spoken to them out of the fire.

From this t wo-sided

portrayal of the revelatory face-to-face event they argued that a
continuing experience of such a relationship would lead to their deaths.
Therefore they request ed that Moses be their mediator.

This citation is

par t of Moses' a rgument that he is the legitimate teacher of the
c omma nds and s t at utes, 5:1.

Dt. 5:27
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Approach you and hear everything which ...
And you speak to us ...
Chiastic Sequence: Imv
&

s

s

& Imv DO

Imv

It is the varied position of the pronoun in this verse that creates
the chiasm.

This chiasm causes rhetorical underscoring by eliminating

the sequence of the two segments of the mediatorial activity of Moses,
i.e., b oth activities of the mediator -- going to the Lord to hear, and
returning to the people to tell that word -- are placed into one stage
setting.

When the use of the contrastive pronouns is also brought into

view the rhetorical figure becomes doubly impressive:

Approach you (not we) and hear what the Lord says
You (not the Lord) tell us what the Lord says
There is not only the rhetorical figure here, but also the double
use of the pleonastic pronoun which indicates contrast.

These items in

conjunction show the speaker's art in a significant way and indicate the
power of syntactic ordering in communication.

The chiasm is impressive

enough by itself, because it joins the twin functions of the mediator
into one portrait.

When the function of th<: contrastive pronouns is

added to this the communication value of the whole is quite significant.
The synoptic staging of t he twin roles of the one mediator is carefully
nuanced by the double set of contrasts: you (not we) and you (not the
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Lord).

These contrasts do not change the picture at ail; they only show

that the twin role of the mediator is to be distinguished from what the
people do and what the Lord will do.
The two events in the synopsis are not simultaneous, but the
staging unifies them and further indicates the literary power of the
chiasm.
whole.

It can take sequential events and stage them as parts of a
These two acts of Moses, approaching the Lord to hear his word,

and returning and telling the people what he said, are clearly part of a
sequence, but here they are two parts of Moses' mediatorial function.
The chiasm can take sequential acts and stage them as part of a whole;
two acts in sequence are nevertheless constituent parts of a unity.

The

point here is that there is no tension between sequence and synopsis.
The fact that both sequence and contrast are important elements of the
synoptic demonstrates the need to adjust Andersen's insistence on
simultaneity and similarity.

That which unifies the network of elements

is the mediatorial work of Moses, not the fact that the acts are staged
as simultaneous.

The contrast is part of the sequence, i.e., the first

pronoun contrasts Moses and the people, since he is the one to
approach the Lord, and the second pronoun contrasts Moses' and the
Lord, since it is Moses and not the Lord who is to return with the
revelation for them.

Dt. 5:32b,33
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Do not turn aside to the rig ht or to the left,
Walk in all the way that the Lord your God has
commanded you.
Chiastic Sequence: neg V AdvAcc & AdvAcc
Pp ... V
This asyndetic chiastic sentence gives an exposition of the
preceding command, and in typical Deuteronomic fashion, paints in the
negative and positive poles of the preceding injunction to be obedient.
Although semantically the commands are on positive/negative poles, they
are two sides of the same coin and are united by the chi.asrn, which
highlights the unity of these poles.

The injunctives are not two acts

that take place at the same time, but two ways of expressing the same
command, i.e., they are a perspective on the same act.
significance of the figure is clear.
expository.

The exegetical

As has been said, the asyndeton is

The two chiastic clauses basically say the same thing from

two different poles, and thus give an explanation of what o:;;>r:,~ C::?'01,~
i'1ii1' ii~ iW~:)
T' •

•..
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nifl)l)? Cr-liOtu1 means.
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The contextual

discussion shows that the opposite poles (i.e., the negative and positive
assertions) are different ways of pointing to the same whole.

This

chi.asm is significant as well because it occurs at the center of a
word-chiasm in 5:27-6:3.262
Dt. 6:22,23

262 Lohfink, Das Hauptgehot: 149-152, 292. Cf. G. von Rad,

Deuteronomy, tra ns. by Dorothea Bar ton (Philadelphia: Westminster Pr ess,
1966): p.59-61. G. Seitz, Redaktionsgeschichtliche Studien: 75.
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Before our eyes the Lord sent miraculous signs
and wonders ... upon Egypt and Pharaoh and his
whole household,
While us he brought out of there ...
Chiastic Sequence: V S O Pp ....
0 V Pp .. .
This chiasm is a verb object/object verb crossover which
correlates the signs and wonders in Egypt, against Pharaoh and his
house, with deliverance from Egypt.

The synoptic connects judgment

and deliverance in one snapshot: we can see the Lord displaying great
might and ominous signs before Pharaoh and the people of Egypt as He
brings the people out of the land.

So here the chiasm displays two sets

of actions from the hand of one agent, but as a unified event: Yahweh's
signs and wonders against Egypt in conjunction with his delivering
Israel.

The Exodus act is separated into two basic constituents but it is

portrayed in one scene.

The two events are negative and positive poles

of God's work of redeeming Israel.

It is probably correct to say there

is no sequence here, since the miraculous acts and signs include that
last act by which Yahweh delivered his people.
Furthermore the chiasm occurs as part of the answer of the
father to the son beginning in v. 21.

In that verse the father first

puts both parts of this duplex scene in one statement:

The Lord brought us forth with a strong hand.
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Then in 22,23 the chi.asm divides the verbal action and the
instrumentality into two clauses in chiasm:

The Lord performed great and mighty signs and portents
against Egypt, Pharaoh, and his court ..
Us he brought forth from there to bring us to the
land.
Compared to the unified statement in v. 21 there is an important
addition to the second clause in the chi.asm; whereas v. 21 had only
mentioned bringing the people out of the land this addition shows the
goal of this redemptive act - bringing the people into the land promised
to the fathers,

an important sub-theme of this chapter.

Dt. 7:10
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And recompensfrlg the one who hates him openly ...
He does not delay ....
The one who openly hates him he recompenses.

Chiastic Sequence:

Vbl
Pp to his face

Pp to his face ...
V

These three clauses are part of a larger construction,
a set of four attributive clauses whose head is 'the faithful God' in vs
9.

'l'he chiasm begins with the second clause in the set, which itself is

in conjunction with the first clause.

The clauses in chiasm are

repetitive asyndeton, whereas the third clause,

i~;

tf? is apparently an

added adverbial explanation in view of the purpose clause i1"~0~, i.e.,

228
the threat of destruction is immediate and requires explanation.

In any

case, it shows that the retribution will be swm.263
It is worth suggesting that the contrast here is 'a thousand
generations' versus 'without delay', whereas in the second commandment
the contrast is 'a thousand generations' versus 'third to fourth
generations.'

In addition, the order in. the sanction is the reverse of

the commandment, just as in Ex. 34:7, first blessing and then curse.
It would be stretching the analysis, however, to say that this
chiasm is presenting two sides of a picture; the clauses are in almost
identical parallelism, and restate the same fact.
simultaneity; there is no sequence.

There is no

There are, however, three things

which highlight the repetition, namely, the chiastic structure, the
change in verb from participle to finite verb, and thirdly, the
intervening clause which the chiastic clauses surround.
The intervening clause strengthens the general point by showing
that not only will the Lord surely punish the impudent; he will also do
it quickly.

The presence of the intervening clause also indicates that a

chiasm can combine with another clause to produce an added effect.
There is no artificial or mechanical use of rhetorical devices here.
The command to acknowledge this God, in contrast to the gods of
Canaan, is an injunction to keep the second commandment because the
Lord of this covenant is faithful and will abide by the sanctions of that
commandment.

The attributive language here picks up on the sanctions

263 The second and third clauses are antithetical clauses in
'apposition'. Andersen notes that Dt likes to follow up the antithesis
with a positive statement. In addition, the fact that the chiasm is
separated by a clause is another indication that such devices are mor-e
complex than a simple conjunction of two similar clauses.
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of the that command, although in reverse order.264

The injunctives in

9 and 11 indicate that the reasons Yahweh chose Israel were given to

encourage obedience in the face of false pride.

If Israel considered

these reasons and acknowledged Yahweh's covenant fidelity to his
obedient people she would be motivated to faithf ulness.

Dt. 10:16

0::):0',
r,',il)
·: : .. :
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. ...
,

Circumcise the foreskin of your hearts
Sti.J..-":Een your necks no longer.
Chiastic Sequence:

V
& DO

DO
V

This chiasm puts two synonymous statements in unison.

Moses

commands Israel to bring about in ward changes with a positive and a
negative injunction.

There is no sequence implied .

The two clauses are

two perspectives of one and the same act, two ways of stating the
requirement for an internal change.
In view of such particular love Moses commands Israel to quit
being stubborn.

Dillmann suggests that the command in 16 may be

264 Cf. M. Kline, The Treaty of the Great King (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1962), p. 69. Dillmann, Deuteronomy: 273, notes that vv. 9f
are "a free interpretation of the words of the Decalogue and fitted to
the present p u rpose ... " Dillmann also notes that these verses guard
against the possibility of drawing false conclusions from the Decalogue
by showing that the Lord will punish not just the children but also the
sinner himself, in agreement with 24:16.
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motivated by the reference in v. 15 to the patriarchs.265

Here t h e act

of symbolizing the covenant relationship becomes spiritualized in order
to show that what Yah weh r eq uires of them is not a mere outward sign
but an in ward attitude which is the opposite of stubbornness toward the
Lord.

Dt. 30:6 shows that the purpose of this inward change is to

create love to Yahweh, which would be the opposite of their
stubbornness. 266
This chiasm is another example in Dt. of positive/negative
alternation; first something is said positively, then negatively.
Semantics and word order cooperate to lend weight to this two-sided
injunctive.

The two metaphors are theological synonyms, each

conveying, in differ ent ways, the need for Israel to become willing
servants of Yahweh.
idea.

The chiasm syntactically unites the two into one

Theologically they are two sides of the same coin.

In view of the

significance of both in Deuteronomy this correlation is quite
important. 267

This amounts to an injunction that Israel undergo a

spiritual and ethical transformation .
9.3 Conclusion
The chiastic sentence is another e xample of interclausal
r elationships signaled by word order displacement.

The displacement

265 P. Craigie, Deuteronomy: 205, appar e m.tly citing Dillman n , Die

Bucher Numeri, Deuteronomium, und J osua: 284.
266 Cf. Ex. 6:12, Jer. 4:4.
267 For the lat ter metaphor note ch. 9, which expands on the n otion

of Israel's stubbornness in manifold ways, and note the use of the
vocabular y of qsh, qsy. For t he forme r note Dt. 30:6.
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does not itself unfold the relationship; it is only a pointer, a focus
marker which highlights a network of relationships between the lead
clause and the inverted clause.

It is this network of relationships that

is responsible for the discourse function of the chiastic sentence.
As far as the discourse function of the chiastic sentence is
concerned, Andersen's model is basically correct, namely, the idea of two
sides of a coin, the presentation of two aspects of a synoptic, etc.

His

examples and his discussion yield two spectra of types, the first group
including all those unified sets from the simultaneous to the sequential
and the second group from the similar to the antithetical.

He is

uncomfortable, however, with the presence of what he logically infers to
be clear sequence between the two clauses.

In the critique of his work

we were able to see at least five examples where sequence was
necessary and clear, enough to show that there is a need to rethink the
question of sequence in chiastic sentences.
The examples show that the chiastic sentence can use either
contrast or sequence and stage them as a part of a larger unity.
unity Andersen approaches from these two spectra.

That

In the corpus three

of the four end-points of Andersen's two sets are present, simultaneity
( 4:36, 5:24), sequential ( 4:13, 14, 5:27, 6:22, 23), similar (including
repetitive, 7:10, 5:32b,33, 7:15, 10:16).
Our reaction to the presence of these varied functions should not
be to mold some of them into one of them, i.e., attempt to squeeze all
into one mold, or to call one of them atypical, but to appreciate the
variety included in the unifying power of the chiasm.
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We can conclude that the purpose of the chiasrn is not merely
aesthetic, but also cognitive.

The avoidance of sequence has a clear

function which we may label as synoptic.

It is this synopsis which the

author is pointing to by the word order inversion in the chiastic clause,
which in turn points to the network of elements between the two clauses
of the whole sentence.

Chapter 10
Pleonastic Pronouns with Finite Verbs

10.0 Introduction

The term pleonasm in general grammar refers to some redundancy.
Waltke-O'Connor def:ine the term as a:

a grammatical element that is semantically empty
and is used chiefly to fill a needed syntactic
slot, e.g., it in 'It's rainmg' is a dummy pronoun,
with no true antecedent.

In this chapter we will look at the independent personal pronoun in
conjunction with the f:inite verb in main clauses. 269

An investigation of

the pleonastic pronoun in nominal clauses will be reserved for the
chapter on the cleft sentence.

The pronoun is superfluous in this case

268 B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Svntax: 690.
269 Cf. B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: 293.

233

234
because it is already indicated in the verb form. 270

Obviously, other

substantive types are not superfluous, since they introduce a specific
subject.
In English such recurrence often indicates marking, i.e., the
repetition highlights the item repeated for some reason, although this
refers to lexical, not syntactic marking. 271

In BH the question is

whether such recurrence has any function in the text.

Driver noted the

occurrence of such pronouns and said they were emphatic.

Compare the

follow:ing with and without the pronoun:

~~'j~

iir~ io/.~

"whom you knew."

Dt. 9:2272

"whom you did not know." Dt. 11:28

He calls the first example emphatic but does not say in what sense or
even suggest a translation which indicates such emphasis.

It is difficult

to know what to make of such suggestions if they give no guidance to
the reader for interpretation.
Various scholars do point to the functions such
have.

repetition may

These are:

270 T. Muraoka, Emphatic Words: 31, notes that the pronoun is

formally redundant and gives a two-fold expression to one and the same
linguistic content, i.e., person.
271 Quirk, Comprehensive English Grammar: § 7 .89, 18.58, 19.23

272 S. R. Driver, Deuteronomy (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark Ltd., 1978) :

111.
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1. Contrast:273
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Ahithophel has advised ... to do such and such,
but I advised them to do so and so. 2 Sam 17:15

In this example the pronoun '~ is superfluous and is in contrast
with 'Ahithophel.'

2. Psychological Focus:274
WMi?:

c::,?
•;

t'

i1'iiN
,::,jt,t
•: : •:
.
T

I will really be your chief. Jud. 11:9

Those who defend this view assume that the pronoun is in some way
emotive, i .e., that it principally refers to t he emotional state of the
speaker.

In this view the pleonastic pronoun in some way marks that

emotive state.275
In light of the functions suggested by others for its use :Ln.
various environments we will examine the corpus for the function of
pleonastic pronouns in main clauses.

If this pronoun is used for

syntactic marking it should have some contextually observable function.
The emotive e}tamples are dmicult to observe in the context, but the use

273 B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: § 16.3. 2d. T.
Muraoka, Emphatic Words: 54,55. R. J. Williams, Hebrew Syntax : § 106.
274 B. Waltke , M. O'Connor , Biblical Hebrew Syntax: § 16.3.2e.

exa mple a nd its gloss is from this work.
Words: 49-54.

The
Also see T. Muraoka, Emphatic

275 See our c h . 4, for a c ritique of this cate gory .
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the pleonastic pronoun to mark contrast seems clear.

We will therefore

examine the corpus for any such functions.
This section does not include these pronouns when they are found
in nominal sentences.

Here we will only look at examples in main verbal

clauses where the independent pronoun is clearly superfluous, i.e.,
where the person is already indicated in the verb.

As in the discussion

of fronting it will be necessary to separate the examples into those
which e}chibit contrastive emphasis and those which do not.

10.1 The Corpus
Dt. 4:33

Has a people heard the voice of God speaking
from the midst of the fire
As you have heard , and lived?
The pronoun following the verb is pleonastic;276 it is not
necessary grammatically.

But is it emphatic?

What does it highlight?

The question "has a nation has heard the voice of a god speaking from
the midst of the fire?" supplies the answer.

The pronoun you is Lri

marked focus against the background question, "Has a people heard .. ?"
What no nation had ever heard Israel had indeed heard.
people has ever heard, but Israel has.
lived through it!

No (other)

Not only did they hear; they

The pleonas m, then, sets up contrastive emphasis

between 0¥ and ii~~276 There will be no attempt to discuss the complex issue of wor d
order in nominal clauses. There is not enough evidence in the corpus
to suggest anything one way or another.
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Dt. 4:35
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Or, has a god ever tried to go and take for himself
a nation from the midst of a nation, by tests, by
signs and by wonders and by war ..... according to all
that God has done for you, before your very eyes in
Egypt?
Yet you were shown so you might know that ...

The pleonastic pronoun beginning v. 35 highlights the unique
experience of Israel by taking up the contrast already explicitly made in
vs . 34 .

In 34, however, the contrast is between what no god has ever

done for a nation and what the God of Israel had done in His role as
the deliverer of His people.

The term of comparison in vv. 33,34 is

comprised of the comparative clause in v. 33 in conjunction with the
relative clause in v. 34.

The two subordinate clauses portray Israel as

those who had heard God's revelatory speech and had personally seen
God's mighty acts of deliverance in Egypt.

The ii~~ in v. 35 picks up

the references to Israel in the two precediI1g subordinate clauses and
resumes t he topic in v . 32, beginning a new paragraph.277

277 V. 36 is adverbial to v. 35 and describes the character of the
revelation from Sinai. V. 37 is a disjunctive clause which conti.rrnes the
asyndetic clause in v. 36, completi....-1.g the two-fold characterization of
Yahweh's revelatory action, and using the same order as in 33,34, i.e.,
Sinai-Exodus. Only with v. 39 does the topic continue. Vv. 37aB a nd b
have narrative imperfects which continue the action not in the main
verb in v. 35, but the verb in the disjunctive clause in v . 37 .
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The shift in topic, however , does more than c reate a new
paragraph.

It functions against the preceding context to produce

contrast.278

V. 33 asks the question whether a people had ever heard

the voice of God?

This question is the e xplicit background which forms

the contrasting member with the pron oun b e ginning v . 35.

What no

other nation has seen or experienced Yahweh has revealed to his people.
Dt. 5:3
nNm n",~i1"1'1N ii1i1' r:~ 1l"n:un,N
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The Lord did not make this covenant with our fathers.
Rather, it was with us (sc. 'he made the covenant.'),
with those of us here today .. .
This second antithetical clause in this sentence is elliptical, i.e., the
subject, verb and object of the p r eceding negative clause are assumed
but not explicitly stated.

The repetition of the personal pronoun in the

elliptical clause creates added focus on the suffixed preposition phrase
~l~~-

Since the '~ .. J;f', already sets the two fronted clauses ('not with

our fathers ... but with us ... ) in antithesis, the pleonastic pronoun
underlines the contrast and indicates what the member of significance

is

in the contrast. 279

Dt. 5:27

278 T. Givan , "The Drift from VSO t o SVO in Biblical Hebr ew: The

Pragmatics of Tense-Aspect" in Mechanisms of Syntactic Change (Austin :
University of Texas Pr ess, 1980) 181-254, edited by C. Li.
279 Cf . 1 Sa m. 25:24 and 1 Kgs 1:26.
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You approach and hear what the Lord our God says.
You tell us what the Lord says

Within a speech a new command often begins asyndetically .280
Although this passage has already been discussed in the section on
chiasm, the use of the pronoun is under consideration here.

Since the

person is already indicated in the imperative the two pronouns are
obviously unnecessary .281

Do they have any discourse function?

In

the context the answer is clear; the Israelites want Moses, not
themselves, to go and receive the words of God for them.

This is a

case of contrastive emphasis. "You, not we, must approach the Lord."
In the second case the sentence would be "You, not the Lord, speak to
us."

Although this contrast is implicit from the immediate context the

parallel passage in Ex. 20:19 makes this second contrast explicit:

You Speak with us that we may hear
But do not let the Lord speak with us.

In the passage in Exodus the two conjunctive clauses are also in chiasm:

V

S(Pr)

Pp

280 Cf. 5:30.
281 Not to mention the fact that they are quite infrequent with
imperatives.

240

neg

V

S(N)

Pp

The two elements in chiasm are the subjects and prepositional phrases.
In addition the verbs are identical, increasing the effect of the chiasm.
The second clause shows clearly that the pronoun is contrastive.
In the passage in Exodus the second clause indicates an explicit
contrast between you/not the Lord, whereas i...11 Deuteronomy the
preceding context makes this contrast clear.

In Dt. 5: 25,26 the

comments of Israel show the basis of their request to Moses.

They ask

the rhetorical question, "Why should we die, for this great fire will
consume us?"

A second comment is an asyndetic conditional sentence

gives the reason for their conclusion, "If we continue hearing the voice
of the Lord our God any longer then we will die."

These two comments

show why they ask Moses to be their mediator.

It is because they do

not wish to hear Yahweh speak to them again.

They are afraid of the

consequences.

Exodus has the same contrast but produces it in a

d:ifferent way.

This particular example shows how fi..ne a nuance is

possible in a particular situational context using these rhetorical
features.

Dt. 5:31
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17.

:

Go t ell them, "Retur n to your tents."
But you stay here with me.
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The contrastive emphasis is explicitly established by vs 30.

The

Lord instructs Moses to tell the people to return to their tents whereas
he (not they) is to remain with the Lord.

Of course this contrast,

added to the two in verse 27, is at the heart of the subject matter.
The people had asked for a mediator and now the Lord is granting that
request.

The contrast is the point of the whole section.

Their request

and the Lord's assent to that request establishes the legitimacy of
Moses as mediator.

This therefore establishes the call of Moses to Israel

in v. 1 to hear what he was teaching them.

Dt. 9:3 (See discussion m chapter on the

Cleft Sentences)

It is He Himself who will destroy them,
and it is He Himself who will subdue them before you.
The presence of the pleonastic pronouns in both the clauses of this
conjunctive sentence raises the question of their function.

Since the

preceding cleft sentence has already set up a contrast, and since these
two pronouns resume the previous subject, it is clear that the function
of the pleonastic pronouns is to continue the stress already begun in
the cleft sentence.

Since that stress creates contrastive focus these

two pronouns resume and continue that contrastive stress.

The

translation suggests the meaning:
You are to acknowledge today that
It is the Lord Himself who is crossing before you
as a consuming fire;
It is He Himself who will destroy them and
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it is ~Eg2 Himself who will subdue them before
you.
10.2 Conclusion

All the examples of pleonastic pronouns in main clauses in the
corpus function contrastively, indicating at least that contrast is one of
the significant discourse functions of pleonasm.

The recurrence of the

pronoun outside its bound use with the verb marks contrast.

It is

possible that it also marks other functions, such as change of topic, etc.
We may conclude, for these examples at least, that pleonasm is a
misnomer.

The pronoun is not superfluous syntactically; it points to one

or more discourse functions.

While the occurrence of the pronouns may

be syntactically repetitive they are not unnecessary.

On the contrary

they have a clear literary function.
It might seem simple to conclude that this is the only use of the
pleonastic pronoun in BH, at least in main clauses.

That would be too

easy, however, since, as we saw in the chapter on emphasis, there are
disputed categories, especially concerning the notion of psychological
emphasis.

This category in particular needs more clarification.

282 See chapter on cleft sentences for further discussion.

Chapter 11

Conclusion

11.0 Introduction

There are several clear gains from the study of the various
constructions in Deuteronomy 4-11.

In a general way all of these

results concern the relationship of the constructions with the immediate
context, either on an interclausal level, or with the cont ext of nearby
clauses.

The discourse function of these constructions becomes clear

only as a result of joint syntactic and semantic considerations, i.e., form
and meaning function together.

11.1 The Function of Emphasis

The first significant result of the study is the usefulness of the
new working defi.T'J.ition of emphasis.

By identifying emphasis with

marked focus it is possible to maintain a clearer notion of the meaning
and function of emphasis in BH.

In that way it is possible to study

each of the constructions as functions, i.e., as the results of the
interaction of word order highlighting with the context.

Studies in

modern linguistics suggest such an approach and a consideration of the
243
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various constructions in their contexts have corroborated the definition.
Because BH is a dead language we can not have complete certainty on
such matters but the requirement that emphasis be highlighting working
in conjunction with the context protects the definition from circularity .
It is always open to the test of the (textual) context.

11.2 Syntactic Displacement and Discourse Function

Syntactic displacement provides a major example of the function of
a construction in its context.

Such positional or word-order

displacement functions as a focus marker on a clause level.

This clause

level marker, however, operates in conjunction with some other element
in the context to create a meaning relationship.

In the case of the

chiasm, for example, the word-order displacement creates a complex
interlacing of interclausal components which, in turn, produce a nuanced
synopsis of the elements of both clauses.

Emphatic word-order

displacements such as the cleft sentence and fronting produce special
focus which operates with some element outside the clause to produce
discourse functions such as contrast and topic shifting.

The disjunctive

clau se often functions independently of the waw consecutive clause when
it begins or ends sections, but it may function in parallel with asyndetic
clauses to form special relation s of comple mentarity.

This demonstrates

that all of the devices, to one degree or another, function within
discourse a nd as a n integral part of that discourse.

Such a fin ding

s ho uld encourage further study of t he discour se function of these a n d
other constr uction s .
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11.3 Syntax and Style

The syntactic contribution to style clearly demonstrates that
rhetoric is more than form or manner.

The stylistic aspect of discourse

creates effective communication just because it is a skillful interweaving
of the various types of rhetorical devices for a specific occasion.

The

expressive creates an effect and grabs the attention, serving the point
the writer/speaker wishes to make.

When the device is not only

expressive but also cognitive, as in cases of contrastive emphasis,
emphasis has the further use of pointing to logical contrast.

The

syntactic constructions studied here indicate the various ways in which
word-order displacement contribute to effective discourse.
The study also indicates that variation in word order produces
stylistic constructions.

For example, the inversion of order which

produces the chlastic sentence is a variation from a preceding waw
consecutive.

With the exception of Andersen's study most scholars have

appreciated only the stylistic elegance and overall general impact of the
grammatical chiasm.

Andersen has shown that the construction also

brings a clear semantic contribution to the context.

The avoidance of

the waw consecutive has a purposeful semantic and syntactic function to
play in the context. The variation in the word order is a syntactic
variation from the normative (high frequency order) word order.

This

corroborates on the syntactic level the view that style is related to
variation.
Although some of the constructions in this study are considered
to be stylistic devices we can conclude that emphasis is more than
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expressive when the context indicates contrast.
emphasis is also cognitive.

In this case the

Emphasis as a highlighting device can point

to either expressive or cognitive functions within the text.

Effective

discourse involves a wide range of rhetorical devices, and the effects
these devices produce include both the expressive and the cognitive.
The use of marked focus to point to the creation of a new topic,
the maintenance of an ongoing topic, or the resumption of a previous
topic, pain.ts more to discourse strategy than to the (overlapping)
opposition between effective and cognitive.

In Dt 1:38, for example, the

object pronoun continues the topic set by the previous cleft sentence.
The marked focus created by the shift in word order ma:Lritains the
continuing topic.

11.4 Word Order and Discourse Function

Alongside the finding that emphasis may be cognitive is the
important advancement in our understanding of the function of word
order in BH.

Linguists have noted that various languages have

alternate means of indicating marked focus, and that word order
inversion is one of those.

Word order displacement functions in

different ways in the various constructions depending on their special
relationship to the context.

The shifts in focus can signal contrast,

point to a collocation of substantives, changes in discourse topic, or
chiasm.
Although the study of the corpus ir1dicates no challenge to the
views of Andersen concerning word order in the nominal clause, it will
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be necessary to investigate a larger body of text to substantiate this
finding.

If he is correct the nominal cleft sentence may be just that

construction which provides emphasis for the nominal clause.

If so this

finding confirms his position.

11.5 The Asyndetic Clause

In many ways our understanding of the asyndetic clause, which
functions alongsde the waw consecutive and the disjunctive clause in a
variety of ways, is the linch pin of this study.

The suggestion here is

that the word order of the asyndetic clause is crucial to an
understanding of word order in various types of BH verbal clauses.

It

is only when the order of the asyndetic clause is separated from the

waw consecutive and the disjunctive clause that we can make genuine
progress in our understanding of parataxis and of word order studies.
We have made a few suggestions about some of the functions of
the asyndetic clause, in particular, its paragraph initiating and ending
features (which have clear implications for compositional techniques),
and its function in conjunction with the disjunctive clause.

Because the

asyndetic clause begins with nothing (no waw) there are no syntactic
clues, other than juxtaposition, to indicate its function. 283

The only

way to determine it use is the semantic relationships it enters into Lri

283 P. H. Matthews, Syntax: 224, calls juxtaposition "the most
primitive constructional relation . . ." On p. 222, he notes that
parataxis posits "no syntactic relationship." Obviously, this is not true
for BH once we see the way in which these clauses operate in opposition
to each other to L'1dicate discourse function.
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the context. 284

The classification of semantic relations between

asyndetic clauses and their lead clauses will allow a more accurate
understanding of these clauses in their contexts and prevent atomistic
interpretation of the asyndetic clause without a due consideration of its
relationship to the lead clause.

There is sufficient reason for an

extended study of asyndetic clauses.

284 B. Waltke, M. O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax: § 38.lh.

Appendix: List of Database Examples
l. The Disjunctive Clause (cf. Table l in § 1.1.1)

a. The Subject-Verb Relative Order
l. Gen 13:14

2. Gen
3. Gen
4. Gen
5. Gen
6. Gen
7. Gen
8. Gen
9. Gen
10. Gen
11. Gen
12. Gen
13. Gen
14. Gen
15. Gen
16. Gen
17. Gen
18. Gen
19. Gen
20. Gen
21. Gen
22. Gen
23. Gen
24. Gen
25. Gen

26.
27.
28.
29.
30 .
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40 .
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

14:10
14:18
15:12
15:15
15:16
16:l
17:6
17:9
17:12
17 :27
18:17
18:33
19:4
19:6
19:19
19:23
19:24
20:4
21:1
21:26
22:1
22:5
22:13
24:1

b. The Verb-Subject Relative Order
l. Gen 14:5
2. Gen 18:7
3. Gen 23:19
4. Gen 25:6
5. Dt 4:14
6. Dt 4:20
7. Dt 7:20
8. Dt 9:20
9. Dt 10:22
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Gen 24:16
Gen 24:31
Gen 24:34
Gen 24:56
Dt 1:39
Dt 1:40
Dt 2:11
Dt 2:12
Dt 2:20
Dt 3:9
Dt 3:28
Dt 4:21
Dt 5:27
Dt 5:31
Dt 8:4
Dt 8:13
Dt 8:13
Dt 8:13
Dt 9:3
Dt 10:6
Dt 10:10
Dt 11:17
Dt 29:4
Dt 30:8
Dt 31:2
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c. The Verb-Object Relative Order
1. Gen 14:18
2. Gen 17:20
3. Gen 21:1
4. Gen 22:2
5. Gen 23:19
6. Gen 24:1
7. Gen 24:16
8. Gen 24:31
9. Gen 24:56
10. Gen 24:34
11. Gen 25:6
12. Dt 1:36
13. Dt 1:39
14. Dt 1:39

15. Dt 2:11
16. Dt 2:12
17. Dt 2:20
18. Dt 3:9
19. Dt 3:15
20. Dt 3:16
21. Dt 3:28
22. Dt 4:36
23. Dt 5:27
24. Dt 9:3
25. Dt 9:8
26. Dt 11:17
27. Dt 30:4
28. Dt 31:19

d. The Object-Verb Relative Order
1. Gen 12:3
2. Gen 12:12
3. Gen 14:16
4. Gen 14:21
5. Gen 15:10
6. Gen 17:9
7. Gen 17:21
8. Gen 19:10
9. Gen 19:11
10. Gen 24:46
11. Gen 24:46
12. Gen 24:53
13. Dt 1:17
14. Dt 2:4
15. Dt 2:6
16. Dt 2:28
17. Dt 3:7
18. Dt 3:12

19. Dt 3:13
20. Dt 3:21
21. Dt 4:14
22. Dt 4:20
23. Dt 4:36
24. Dt 5:24
25. Dt 6:13
26. Dt 6:23
27. Dt 7:3
28. Dt 7:5
29. Dt 7:5
30. Dt 7:5
31. Dt 7:20
32. Dt 8:12
33. Dt 9:9
34. Dt 9:18
35. Dt 10:16
36. Dt 29:5
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2. The Asyndetic Clause (cf. Table 3 in § 1.1.2)
a. The Subject-Verb Relative Order
1. Gen 13:12
2. Gen 14:3
3. Gen 14:23
4. Gen 16:5
5. Gen 19:9
6. Gen 21:6
7. Gen 21:24
8. Gen 22:8
9. Gen 24:39
10. Dt 1:6
11. Dt 1:10
12. Dt 1:28
13. Dt 1:30
14. Dt 1:36

15. Dt 1:41
16. Dt 2:11
17. Dt 2:20
18. Dt 2:20
19. Dt 3:9
20. Dt 3:14
21. Dt 3:18
22. Dt 3:24
23. Dt 4:35
24. Dt 5:2
25. Dt 8:4
26. Dt 8:17
27. Dt 29:1
28. Dt 31:3

b. The Verb-Subject Relative Order
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Gen 15:4
Gen 15:18
Gen 16:5
Gen 17:13
Gen 17:26
Gen 18:4
Gen 18:13
Gen 21:7
Gen 21:16
Gen 24:5
Gen 24:39
Gen 24:50
Dt 1:5
Dt 1:21
Dt 1:37
Dt 2:36
Dt 3:21
Dt 4:26
Dt 5:3
Dt 5:4

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

Dt 5:22
Dt 5:27
Dt 5:28
Dt 7:6
Dt 7:16
Dt 7:19
Dt 7:24
Dt 9:4
Dt 10:1
Dt 10:6
Dt 10:8
Dt 10.10
Dt 10:15
Dt 10:22
Dt 11:25
Dt 11:25
Dt 29:4
Dt 29:19
Dt 30:18
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c.

The Verb-Object Relative Order
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.

Gen 13:14
Gen 14:21
Gen 14:22
Gen 14:23
Gen 15:4
Gen 15:9
Gen 15:18
Gen 16:5
Gen 16:6
Gen 16:10
Gen 17:10
Gen 19:5
Gen 19:8
Gen 19:15
Gen 19:22
Gen 19:34
Gen 20:5
Gen 21:7
Gen 21:10
Gen 21:11
Gen 21:18
Gen 22:2
Gen 22:8
Gen 22:12
Gen 23:4
Gen 23:6
Gen 23:6
Gen 23:11
Gen 23:13
Gen 24:2
Gen 24:14
Gen 24:17
Gen 24:37
Gen 24:39
Gen 24:56
Dt 1:6
Dt 1:8
Dt 1:10
Dt 1:13
Dt 1:17
Dt 1:21
Dt 1:22
Dt 1:28
Dt 1:36

45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.

Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt

2:7
2:9
2:19
2:24
2:34
3:2
3:9
3:14
3:18
3:22
3:27
4:5
4:5
4:10
4:31
4:36
5:1
5:2
5:28
6:16
6:17
7:2
7:2
7:18
7:25
8:17
9:4
9:7
9:12
9:13
9:16
9:23
9:26
29:l
30:15
31:2
31:3
31:6
31:8
31:12
31:14
31:26
31:28
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d. Object-Verb Relative Order
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Gen 17:14
Gen 23:11
Gen 24:8
Dt 1:28

Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
Dt
10. Dt

1:38

2:6
2:28
2:36
6:13
7:3

11. Dt 7:5
12. Dt 7 :25
13. Dt 8:1
14. Dt 9:9
15. Dt 9:18
16. Dt 10:20
17. Dt 10:20
18. Dt 11:25
19 . Dt 29:5
20. Dt 30:19
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